
Jackson, Susank 

From: 

Sent: 

Van Ness, Keith <Keith.VanNess@montgomerycountymd.gov> 

Thursday, March 21, 2013 4:15 PM 

To: 
Cc: 

Pond, Greg; Jeroen.Gerritsen@tetratech.com 

Jackson, Susank; Reynolds, Louis 

Subject: RE: populating the data template 

Let's try for 9:30am if Jeroen is available. 

From: Pond, Greg [mailto:Pond.Greg@epa.gov] 

Se nt: Thursday, March 21, 2013 4:08 PM 

To: Van Ness, Keith; Jeroen.Gerritsen@tetratech.com 

Cc: Jackson, Susank; Reynolds, Louis 

Subject: RE: populating the data template 

Great news! I am available anytime tomorrow morning. 

Greg Pond 

U.S. EPA Region III 

Office of Monitoring and Assessment 

Fr eshwater Biology Labor at ory 

1060 Chapline St. 

Wheeling, WV 26003 

Ph: 304-234-0243 

pond.greg@epa.gov 

From: Van Ness, Keith [mailto:Keith.VanNess@montgomerycountymd.gov] 

Sent: Thursday, March 21, 2013 4:04 PM 

To: Pond, Greg; Jeroen.Gerritsen@tetratech.com 

Cc: Jackson, Susank; Reynolds, Louis 

Subject: RE: populating the data template 

Hi Greg: 

Jeroen is in West Virginia today -let's discuss tomorrow am? I do have the fish and bugs all ready to go now- even in a 

master list as Jeroen explained to me but have not put anyth ing into the template yet. 

Keith 

From : Pond, Greg [mailto:Pond.Greg@epa.gov] 

Sent: Thursday, March 21, 2013 3:47 PM 

To: 'Jeroen.Gerritsen@tetratech.com'; Van Ness, Keith 

Cc: Jackson, Susank; Reynolds, Louis 

Subject: populating the data template 

Jeroen and Keith, I was playing around trying to figure out how the template works and pasted the Montgomery Co. 

Master bug list into the Mn template . I had to re-organize the columns and add several blank phylogenetic fields (albeit 

empty) etc., to make it fit. It seemed to update each station tab with the new assignments (that is, attributes changed 

though they were still linked to Mn's sample bugs). The only bugaboo is that we are going to have to link up (in Access 

or whatever database) the new master taxa list and Keith's sample data from the 20 sites. There, the attributes will 
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populate each bug record from the samples. That is how the attribute "metrics" (at top of each worksheet) are 
calculated, since they are not taken from the Master taxa list directly. Was that comprehendible? 

Keith, I can do this in the name of time ... if I promise not to peak at the site lists. What do you think Jeroen, any 
hints? Will need to do this for the fish too. 

Greg Pond 

U.S. EPA Region III 
Office of Monitoring and Assessment 
Freshwater Biology Laboratory 
1060 Chapline St. 
Wheeling, WV 26003 
Ph: 304-234-0243 
pond.greg@epa.gov 
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Jackson, Susank 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Cc: 
Subject: 

Susan: 

Van Ness, Keith < Keith.VanNess@montgomerycountymd.gov> 
Friday, March 29, 2013 10:26 AM 
Jackson, Susank; Pond, Greg; Symborski, Mark; Jeroen.Gerritsen@tetratech.com 
Dolan, Mary; Dolan, Mary 
RE: Keith's mailbox is full RE: Question for Keith re availabilty of photos and prep of 
materials on BCG 

My email has been cleared out now - it fills up quickly. 

Let me answer your questions and respond to them below. I am also including Mary Dolan in this email in case my 
responses need more information. Mary is putting all this information together fo r the presentation to the Planning 
Board and ewentually to the County Council. 

Also- thank all of you for this wonderful assistance! Listening to the spirited and lively discussions Wednesday and than 
seeing the consensus on the tie r assignments based on expert insights and experience was remmarkable. I also do not 
see how Greg is still on his feet - I certainly was not at 100% Thursday. 

Keith 

From: Jackson, Susank [mailto:Jackson.Susank@epa.gov] 
Sent: Fri 3/29/2013 9:36AM 
To: Pond, Greg; Symborski, Mark; Jeroen.Gerritsen@tetratech.com; Van Ness, Keith 
Subject: Keith's mailbox is full RE: Question for Keith re availabilty of photos and prep of materials on BCG 

Mark: My email to Keith was returned because his mailbox is full - so he has not received my inquiries re photos etc. I 
will be out this morning and Greg is the primary contact to avoid redundancy in calls and emails from two of us! I will 
follow up with Greg later today and will be working with him to develop a report and communication materials. Jeroen 
is writing up the fish break out session today. 

Susan Jackson 

From: Jackson, Susank 
Sent: Friday, March 29, 2013 8:52 AM 
To: Pond, Greg; Symborski, Mark; Jeroen.Gerritsen@tetratech.com; Keith.VanNess 
(Keith.VanNess@montgomerycountymd.gov) 
Subject : Question for Keith re availabilty of photos and prep of materia ls on BCG 
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Keith, 

Greg, Jeroen and I have been corresponding about preliminary report and communication materials for next week. 

Some questions that will help us target your needs: 

1) Do you have any readily available photos of the sites that were evaluated - for a high quality site, such as one of the 

sentinel sites, a moderate condition site comparable to BCG level 4 and a more disturbed sites such as one of the sites 

rated 5 or 6? If so, could you send those to us? Yes, will send them Monday. 

2) Are there key points you heard that you would like highlighted in the report or communication materials? Yes (in my 

opinion) Where does Ten Mile place in the tier assignments and reasons given by the expert panel, How has the BCG 

been used by others not only to assign tiers but to manage streams, discuss if they are trending downwards or upwards. 

3) What are the key points you think the Council needs to hear? This was a pilot but expert consensuse from state, 

federal and local experts agreed on where Ten Mile should be assigned within a tier, the possible trend they saw in the 

tier placement, how the BCG can be applied to manage and better understand streams, the community structure and 

function of the biological communities can help us understand the water quality of these streams. 

4) Is MD DNR (Scott Stranko) following up with information for you re the Brook Trout and other key fishery/habitat 

considerations? If I recall correctly, at the end of the meeting on Wednesday he was discussing what they could do to 

support this effort and could provide you some key information. Yes - we will be following up with Scott and Matt Stover 

as well - I need to send Matt the Brook trout report from the 1980's or 90's 

5) Can you share with us the agenda and materials you want to present to the county. Based on what I heard, the 

biological information is one aspect of a larger presentation. Having an understanding of overall approach and 

information to be presented will provide a helpful context - as in how this information fits into the whole story you and 

Mark are presenting. Susan- this should come from Mary Dolan and/or Mark. In the meantime you can glean the 

information presented on the web page they have put up about this effort. 

http://www.montgomeryplanning.org/community/plan_areas/1270_corridor/clarksburg/clarksburg_lim_amendment.sh 

tm 

If this request is redundant with what you have heard from Greg, ignore and reply to him. We are working quickly and 

when that happens, there is a danger for bumping into each other! Nothing is redundant on this effort! The Council has 
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put this on such a fast track, I am amazed that Mary, Val and Mark are still on their feet. To all - I am home today - my 
home number is 301-845-4450 if anyone needs a quick response as my typing is atrociously slow. 

Susan Jackson 

From: Pond, Greg 
Sent: Thursday, March 28, 2013 1:34 PM 
To: Jackson, Susank; Symborski, Mark; Jeroen.Gerritsen@tetratech .com; mstover@mde.state.md.us; 
cluckett@mde.state.md.us; Keith.VanNess (Keith.VanNess@montgomerycountymd.gov); efriedman@dnr.state.md.us; 
aleslie@umd.edu; ndziepak@dnr.state.md.us; cmswan@umbc.edu; agriggs@icprb.org 
Subject: RE: BCG--3 more sites please? 

Good question! This shouldn't take more that 5 minutes per site (15 total), so hopefully if folks can get these back to me 
by tomorrow (Friday), that would be best. 

I think Epeorus, Sweltsa (and other chloroperlids) were the ones that might have persuaded a few of us to bump those 
3+ to a "'2. 

I got home at 11:30 last night, so from Silver Spring it took 6 hrs. Luckily no rain or snow. 

Greg Pond 

U.S. EPA Region Ill 

Office of Monitoring and Assessment 

Freshwater Biology Laboratory 

1060 Chapline St. 

Wheeling, WV 26003 

Ph: 304-234-0243 

pond .greg@epa .gov 
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From: Jackson, Susank 

Sent: Thursday, March 28, 2013 12:56 PM 

To: Pond, Greg; Symborski, Mark; Jeroen.Gerritsen@tetratech.com; mstover@mde.state.md.us; 

cluckett@mde.state.md.us; Keith.VanNess (Keith.VanNess@montgomerycountymd.gov); efriedman@dnr.state.md.us; 

aleslie@umd.edu; ndziepak@dnr.state.md.us; cmswan@umbc.edu; agriggs@icprb.org 

Subject: RE: BCG--3 more sites please? 

Time frame? Today, tomorrow? Monday? 

I am amazed at your commitment here, after driving 4 to 5 hours home last night. 

Thank you Greg! 

Also, there were two organisms that a number of the group mentioned they were looking for in order to consider a site 

at BCG level 2. Can you remind me what these organisms were? One of the reviewers (I think either Alan or Matt) 

mentioned they would expect to see at least 6 or 7 individuals in a BCG level 2 site. 

Susan 

From: Pond, Greg 

Sent: Thursday, March 28, 2013 12:22 PM 

To: Symborski, Mark; Jeroen.Gerritsen@tetratech.com; mstover@mde.state.md.us; cluckett@mde.state.md.us; 

Ke ith.VanNess (Keith.VanNess@montgomerycountymd.gov); efriedman@dnr.state.md.us; Jackson, Susank; 

aleslie@umd.edu; ndziepak@dnr.state.md.us; cmswan@umbc.edu; agriggs@icprb.org 

Subject: BCG--3 more sites please? 

Dear bug friends. Thanks you for your participation yesterday: I am sending 3 more sites. If you can, please take a look 

(remembering your process) and email me your tier choice and a brief description of why. You do not have to send me 

back the spreadsheet, just the tier and description for Samp021, 022, and 023. 
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Thank you!! 

Greg Pond 

U.S. EPA Region Il l 

Office of Monitoring and Assessment 

Freshwater Biology Laboratory 

1060 Chapline St. 

Wheeling, WV 26003 

Ph: 304-234-0243 

pond.greg@epa.gov 
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Jackson, Susank 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Cc: 
Subject: 
Attachments: 

Susan: 

Van Ness, Keith < Keith.VanNess@montgomerycountymd.gov> 
Tuesday, April 02, 2013 12:52 PM 
Jackson, Susank; Pond, Greg; Dolan, Mary 
Symborski, Mark; Jeroen.Gerritsen@tetratech.com; Reynolds, Louis; Curtis, Meosotis 
RE: Some edits on draft report_will follow up with Greg later this morning 
BCG report_rough draft_April lKDV.docx 

Attached are edits and comments on JUST the results and conclusions. In my opinion this report does more than 'hit the 
spot' - it provides an example of what the BCG could provide as a tool as we all struggle with land use decisions. It is a 
real improvement over our localiBII think. 

Now working on the other parts of the report. 

Keith 

From: Jackson, Susank [mailto:Jackson.Susank@epa.gov] 
Sent: Tuesday, April 02, 2013 12:02 PM 
To: Van Ness, Keith; Pond, Greg; Dolan, Mary 
Cc: Symborski, Mark; Jeroen.Gerritsen@tetratech.com; Reynolds, louis; Curtis, Meosotis 
Subject: RE: Some edits on draft report_will follow up with Greg later this morning 

NO, not too late. It is important that we hear from you re whether this repo rt hits the spot as a preliminary 
draft. Please take a look at results and conclusions. 

Per Mary's request, we will work on graphics. 

Susan 

From: Van Ness, Keith [mailto:Keith.VanNess@montqomervcountvmd.gov] 
Sent: Tuesday, April 02, 2013 11:16 AM 
To: Pond, Greg; Jackson, Susank; Dolan, Mary 
Cc: Symborski, Mark; Jeroen.Gerritsen@tetratech.com; Reynolds, Louis; Curtis, Meosotis 
Subject: RE: Some edits on draft report_will follow up with Greg later this morning 

To All: 

I too am feeling the effects of the tremendous need to provide information in a short time! Whew- but it is very 
rewarding at the same time to be able to produce something very useful and understandable at many levels in such a 
timely manner. Kudos to all of you ! 

This is very interesting and also very useful in describing streams in the county. When we first created the index, we 
noted that there was a tight cluster of reference station b-ibi scores at the top of the scoring range. Almost SO% of the 
reference station scores scored between 36 to 40 points out of a possible 40 point maximum. After that - there was no 
other observable cluster of scores. So - in discussion with Wayne Davis - we viewed that top cluster as t he 'best of the 
best' or 'excellent'. We trisected the remaining scores of 35 to 8 into the other narrative categories. 

I think that the BCG picked up on this trisection approach. The tier assignments improves the depiction of the decline in 
the biological commun ity in a way that is complimentary to the IBI and also (I think) more sensitive to the IBI scoring 
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ranges that we currently use. It would be good to continue with the BCG development by using more data and see if 

this observation continues. 

I just got the draft document and will forward the report to Mea. Is it too late to review it? 

Exciting stuff. 

Thanks 
Keith 

From: Pond, Greg [mailto:Pond.Greg@epa.gov] 

Sent: Tuesday, April 02, 2013 9:27AM 

To: Jackson, Susank; Dolan, Mary 
Cc: Symborski, Mark; Van Ness, Keith; Jeroen.Gerritsen@tetratech.com; Reynolds, Louis 

Subject: RE: Some edits on draft report_will follow up with Greg later this morning 

Something interesting to me (this is preliminary) is the relationship between tier assignments (e.g., averaged by 

converting 3- to 3.5, etc.) and Montgomery Co. 8-IBI. A good relationship is seen with bugs (the 3 extra Sentinel sites 

are not included here) but in the high "good" part of the graph, the experts perceived a shift f rom 2.7 to almost 4. Food 

for thought. I will be looking at fish IBI next. 
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From: Van Ness, Keith [mailto:Keith.VanNess@montgomerycountymd.gov] 
Sent: Monday, April 01, 2013 1:10PM 
To: Pond, Greg 
Cc: Jackson, Susank; Curtis, Meosotis; Dolan, Mary; Symborski, Mark 
Subject: Photos 

Greg: 
Here are some stream stations - hopefu lly t hey are illustrative of different habitat cond itions. BankOOl - urban stream, 
img0059 - ag stream, hw308b - very nice stream, LSTM110 is a headwater stream in Ten Mile. 
Keith 
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Wheeling, WV 26003 
Ph: 304-234-0243 
pond.greg@epa.gov 

From: Dolan, Mary [mailto:mary.dolan@montgomeryplanninq.org] 
Sent: Monday, April 01, 2013 5:25 PM 
To: Jackson, Susank; Pond, Greg 
Cc: Symborski, Mark 
Subject: RE: Photos 

Susan-

I'm leaving soon, are you sending something today? I'll either look at it later this evening from home or early 
in the morning. 

Mary 

From: Van Ness, Keith [mailto :Keith.VanNess@montqomerycountvmd.gov] 
Sent: Monday, April 01, 2013 4:55PM 
To: Dolan, Mary; Jackson, Susank; Pond, Greg 
Cc: Curtis, Meosotis; Symborski, Mark 
Subject: RE: Photos 

Still alive. Still here! 

From: Dolan, Mary [mailto:marv.dolan@montqomeryplanninq.org] 
Sent: Monday, April 01, 2013 4:54PM 
To: Jackson, Susank; Van Ness, Keith; Pond, Greg 
Cc: Curtis, Meosotis; Symborski, Mark 
Subject: RE: Photos 

Mark and I are still in the office. I don't know about Keith. 

Mary 

From: Jackson, Susank [mailto:Jackson.Susank@epa.gov] 
Sent: Monday, April 01, 2013 4:51 PM 
To: Van Ness, Keith; Pond, Greg 
Cc: Curtis, Meosotis; Dolan, Mary; Symborski, Mark 
Subject: RE: Photos 

Hello Keith and Mark, 

Greg and I are near finish with a very rough draft of the report. Greg just had his phone lines taken down (repair work) 
so he is offline at the moment. We are writing up results and at least bulleting key conclusions. 

I can send to you all shortly if you are still in office. Would like your feedback on whether we are heading in the right 
direction. Or, if too late, can send first thing in the morning. We plan to revise and clean up this very preliminary report 
before sending to you at end of the day tomorrow but wanted some initial feedback. 

Susan 
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Ph: 304-234-0243 

pond.greg@epa.gov 

From: Jackson, Susank 
Sent: Tuesday, April 02, 2013 8:57AM 
To: Pond, Greg; Dolan, Mary 
Cc: Symborski, Mark; Van Ness, Keith; Jeroen.Gerritsen@tetratech.com; Reynolds, Louis 

Subject: Some edits on draft report_will follow up with Greg later this morning 

Attached is a quick and dirty edited draft report - minor comments and an additional bullet for the conclusion. A few 

questions are in there for Greg or Keith. There are some placeholders for text to be added later today. 

Preliminary feedback is requested from Keith, Mark and Mary whether the content and format of this report is what is 

needed. If there are key points and recommendations from the workshop that are missing and you think are needed, 

please specify. I can prepare a couple of slides today using the photos Keith provided if t hat is of help. 

Also, supporting data for results needed to be added at some point, perhaps in appendix. For example, one of the results 

cites the before and after results for a few of the 10 mile sites. This additional work may need to be added following the 

initial draft to be provided to Montgomery County by COB today. 

Greg: I will follow up with you later this morning. 

Susan 

From: Pond, Greg 
Sent: Monday, April 01, 2013 8:23 PM 
To: Dolan, Mary; Jackson, Susank 

Cc: Symborski, Mark; Van Ness, Keith; Jeroen.Gerritsen@tetratech.com; Reynolds, Louis 

Subject: Draft BCG report and Appendix B. 

Mary, Mark, and Keith: 

Attached is a rough draft report that Susan, Jeroen, and I have been working on. We basically ran out of steam for now, 

but will be interested in your feedback and additions that dovetail into something meeting expectations for your hopes 

for a BCG and Tenmile Creek in particular. There are numerous placeholders for more information we need to flesh out 

(and Keith, you will see your name mentioned a few times and highlighted in yellow! ). We think it wou ld be great to 

have site photos across the tiers with description of impervious area, etc., and then photos of key indicator taxa (e.g., 

Attributes 1-111). 

This has been a very interesting BCG exercise but we've never had to turn something around in a just a few days time 

like this. We would very much like to continue to work on BCG development for Montgomery Co., and this pilot has 

been a good start. 

Please take a look and let us know where you'd like us to take this. 

Greg 

Greg Pond 
U.S. EPA Region III 

Office of Monitoring and Assessment 

Freshwater Biology Laboratory 

1060 Chapline St. 
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Jackson, Susank 

From: 

Sent: 
To: 
Cc: 
Subject: 
Attachments: 

Greg: 

Van Ness, Keith < Keith.VanNess@montgomerycountymd.gov> 

Monday, April 01, 2013 1:03 PM 
Pond, Greg 
Jackson, Susank; Curtis, Meosotis; Dolan, Mary; Symborski, Mark 

Photos 
Copy of RedSalamander3.JPG 

I'll be sending the images over in batches so as not to blow up email boxes. This first one is a northern red salamander. 

The presence and absence of the salamanders helped several of the ve rtebrate folks to place the stations into the BCG 

tiers. 

Keith 





Jackson, Susank 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Cc: 
Subject: 
Attachments: 

Greg: 

Van Ness, Keith <Keith.VanNess@montgomerycountymd.gov> 

Monday, April 01, 2013 1:05 PM 

Pond, Greg 
Jackson, Susank; Curtis, Meosotis; Dolan, Mary; Symborski, Mark 

Photos 
eel.jpg; Rosyside_dacejpg 

The next 2 images are fish- rosyside dace and American eel. 

Keith 
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Jackson, Susank 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Cc: 
Subject: 
Attachments: 

Greg: 

Van Ness, Keith < Keith.VanNess@montgomerycountymd.gov> 
Monday, April 01, 2013 1:10 PM 
Pond, Greg 
Jackson, Susank; Curtis, Meosotis; Dolan, Mary; Symborski, Mark 
Photos 
bankOOLjpg; IMG_0059.JPG; hw308b200Ljpg; LSTM110_Downstream_138.JPG 

Here are some stream stations- hopefully they are illustrative of different habitat conditions. BankOOl - urban stream, 
img0059- ag st ream, hw308b- very nice stream, LSTM110 is a headwa ter stream in Ten Mile. 
Keith 





Jackson, Susank 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Cc: 
Subject: 

To All: 

Van Ness, Keith < Keith.VanNess@montgomerycountymd.gov> 
Tuesday, April 02, 2013 11:16 AM 
Pond, Greg; Jackson, Susank; Dolan, Mary 
Symborski, Mark; Jeroen.Gerritsen@tetratech.com; Reynolds, Louis; Curtis, Meosotis 
RE: Some edits on draft report_will follow up with Greg later th is morning 

I too am feeling the effects of the tremendous need to provide information in a short time! Whew- but it is very 
rewarding at the same time to be able to produce something very useful and understandable at many levels in such a 
timely manner. Kudos to all of you! 

This is very interesting and also very usefu l in describing streams in the county. When we first created the index, we 
noted that there was a tight cluster of reference station b-ibi scores at the top of the scoring range. Almost 50% of the 
reference station scores scored between 36 to 40 points out of a possible 40 point maximum. After that- there was no 
other observable cluster of scores. So- in discussion with Wayne Davis- we viewed that top cluster as the 'best of the 
best' or 'excellent' . We trisected the remaining scores of 35 to 8 into the other narrative categories. 

I think that the BCG picked up on this trisection approach. The tier assignments improves the depiction of the decline in 
the biologica l community in a way that is complimentary to the IBI and also (I think) more sensitive to the IBI scoring 
ranges that we currently use. It would be good to continue with the BCG development by using more data and see if 
this observation continues. 

I just got the draft document and will forward the report to Meo. Is it too late to review it? 

Exciting stuff. 

Thanks 
Keith 

From: Pond, Greg [mailto:Pond.Greg@epa.gov] 
Sent: Tuesday, April 02, 2013 9:27 AM 
To: Jackson, Susank; Dolan, Mary 
Cc: Symborski, Mark; Van Ness, Keith; Jeroen.Gerritsen@tetratech.com; Reynolds, Louis 
Subject: RE: Some edits on draft report_will follow up with Greg later this morning 

Something interesting to me (this is preliminary) is the re lationship between tier assignments (e.g., averaged by 
converting 3- to 3.5, etc.) and Montgomery Co. B-IB I. A good re lationship is seen with bugs (the 3 extra Sentinel sites 
are not included here) but in the high "good" part of the graph, the experts perceived a shift from 2.7 to almost 4. Food 
for thought. I will be looking at fish IBI next. 
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Greg Pond 

U.S. EPA Region III 

Office of Monitoring and Assessment 

Freshwater Biology Laboratory 

1060 Chapline St. 

Wheeling. WV 26003 
Ph: 304-234-0243 

pond.greg@epa.gov 

From: Jackson, Susank 
Sent: Tuesday, April 02, 2013 8:57AM 

To: Pond, Greg; Dolan, Mary 
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Cc: Symborski, Mark; Van Ness, Keith; Jeroen.Gerritsen@tetratech.com; Reynolds, Louis 

Subject: Some edits on draft report_will follow up with Greg later this morning 

6 

Attached is a quick and dirty edited draft report - minor comments and an additional bullet for the conclusion. A few 

questions are in there for Greg or Keith. There are some placeholders for text to be added later today. 

Preliminary feedback is requested from Keith, Mark and Mary whether the content and format of this report is what is 

needed. If there are key points and recommendations from the workshop that are missing and you think are needed, 

please specify. I can prepare a couple of slides today using the photos Keith provided if that is of help. 

Also, supporting data for results needed to be added at some point, perhaps in appendix. For example, one of the results 

cites the before and after results for a few of the 10 mile sites. This additional work may need to be added following the 

initial draft to be provided to Montgomery County by COB today. 

Greg: I will follow up with you later this morning. 
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Susan 

From: Pond, Greg 
Sent: Monday, April 01, 2013 8:23 PM 
To: Dolan, Mary; Jackson, Susank 
Cc: Symborski, Mark; Van Ness, Keith; Jeroen.Gerritsen@tetratech.com; Reynolds, Louis 
Subject: Draft BCG report and Appendix B. 

Mary, Mark, and Keith: 

Attached is a rough draft report that Susan, Jeroen, and I have been working on. We basically ran out of steam for now, 
but will be interested in your feedback and additions that dovetail into something meeting expectations for your hopes 
for a BCG and Tenmile Creek in particular. There are numerous placeholders for more informat ion we need to flesh out 
{and Keith, you will see your name mentioned a few times and highlighted in yellow!). We think it would be great to 
have site photos across the tiers with description of impervious area, etc., and then photos of key indicator taxa {e.g., 
Attributes 1-111). 

This has been a very interesting BCG exercise but we've never had to turn something around in a just a few days time 
like this. We would very much like to continue to work on BCG development for Montgomery Co., and this pilot has 
been a good start. 

Please take a look and let us know where you'd like us to take this. 

Greg 

Greg Pond 
U.S. EPA Region III 
Office of Monitoring and Assessment 
Freshwater Biology Laboratory 
1060 Chapline St. 
Wheeling. WV 26003 
Ph: 304-234-0243 
pond.greg@epa.gov 

From: Dolan, Mary [mailto :marv.dolan@montgomeryplanning.org] 
Sent: Monday, April 01, 2013 5:25 PM 
To: Jackson, Susank; Pond, Greg 
Cc: Symborski, Mark 
Subject: RE: Photos 

Susan-

I'm leaving soon, are you sending something today? I'l l eit her look at it later this evening from home or early 
in the morning. 

Mary 

From: Van Ness, Keith [mailto:Keith.VanNess@montgomerycountymd.gov] 
Sent: Monday, April 01, 2013 4:55 PM 
To: Dolan, Mary; Jackson, Susank; Pond, Greg 

3 



Cc: Curtis, Meosotis; Symborski, Mark 

Subject: RE: Photos 

Stil l alive. Still here! 

From: Dolan, Mary [mailto:mary.dolan@montgomeryplanning.org] 

Sent: Monday, April 01, 2013 4:54 PM 

To: Jackson, Susank; Van Ness, Keith; Pond, Greg 

Cc: Curtis, Meosotis; Symborski, Mark 

Subject: RE: Photos 

Mark and I are still in the office. I don' t know about Keith. 

Mary 

From: Jackson, Susank [mailto:Jackson.Susank@epa.gov] 

Sent: Monday, April 01, 2013 4:51 PM 

To: Van Ness, Keith; Pond, Greg 

Cc: Curtis, Meosotis; Dolan, Mary; Symborski, Mark 

Subject: RE: Photos 

Hello Keith and Mark, 

Greg and I are near finish w ith a very rough draft of the report. Greg just had his phone lines taken down (repair work) 

so he is offline at the moment. We are writing up results and at least bulleting key conclusions. 

I can send to you all shortly if you are still in office. Would like your feedback on whether we are heading in the right 

direction. Or, if too late, can send first th ing in the morning. We plan to revise and clean up this very pre liminary report 

before sending to you at end of the day tomorrow but wanted some initial feedback. 

Susan 

From: Van Ness, Keith [mailto:Keith.VanNess@montqomerycountymd.gov] 

Sent: Monday, April 01, 2013 1:10PM 

To: Pond, Greg 
Cc: Jackson, Susank; Curtis, Meosotis; Dolan, Mary; Symborski, Mark 

Subject: Photos 

Greg: 
Here are some stream stations- hopefully they are illustrative of different habitat conditions. BankOOl - urban stream, 

img0059- ag stream, hw308b - very nice stream, LSTM110 is a headwater stream in Ten Mile. 

Keith 
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Prelimincu;yJ~eport: Norther11nPiedmont Biolofi:ical Co11()~iti~()n 

Gradient for MontJi:omery County. Maryland'Ghapter 1 . 

Incorporating Biological Assessments into Water Quality 
Management 

1-.-1-Why Is Measuring Biological Condition Important? 

Biological assessments can be used to directly measure the overall biological integrity of an aquatic 

community and the synergistic effects of stressors on the aquatic biota residing in a waterbody where 

there are well~developed biological assessment programs (Figure 1-1) (USEPA 2003). Resident biota 

function as continual monitors of environmental quality, increasing the sensi tivity of our assessments by 

providing a continuous measure of exposure to st ressors and access to responses from species that 

cannot be reared in the laboratory. This increases the likelihood of detect ing the effects of episodic 

events (e.g., spills, dumping, t reatment plant malfunctions), toxic nonpoint source (NPS) pollution 

(e.g., agricultural pesticides), cumulat ive pollut ion (i.e., multiple impacts over t ime or continuous low­

level stress). nontoxic mechanisms of impact (e.g., trophic structure changes due to nutrient 

enrichment), or other impacts that periodic chemical sampling might not detect. Biotic response to 

impacts on the physical habitat such as sedimentation from stormwater runoff and physica l habitat 

alterations from dredging, filling, and channelization can also be detected using biological assessments. 

Human •c:CivUy: Ahered w.atltr 
-thedt1v.rs• ~t..l..,.... 

Figure 1-1. Biological assessments provide information on the cumulative effects on aquatic communities from 
multiple stressors. Figure courtesy of Oavid Allen, University of Michigan. 
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~T,h~ B~~logic_<!! _Co~~-i~_ion ~~~_dien_~ _{:8~L 
0¥er the past 4Q years, states have iRdepen~evelaped teehAit~ 
eaAditiaR aAd set desil!flated aquatielife uses far thei r waters. 'Ale liiO'i u llu'eAed u ~,. ill I • AAIIIAI II AAI~ lliffeJIAI iAIIiiiiiPI lA I IIAIAAIA 11118 lf~' ll18iUIIIAcliliiA IOIUililate CIAAII9FiSUIII81 UA IIFI8FiAu ucl uru1 j riliilliUAillle~AIIilriu fA URIIr• ef llu s;w• The Biological Condition Gradient 
{BCG} is a conceptual, narrative model that describes how biological attributes of aquatic ecosystems change along a gradient of increasing anthropogenic stress. _It provides a framework for understanding current conditions relative to natural, undisturbed conditions (~igure 11. Some states, such as Maine and 
Ohio, have used a framework similar to the BCG to more precisely define their designated aquatic life use~ monitor status and trends, and track progress in restoration and protection !USEPA 810-R·lll. These two states and many others have used biological assessments and BCG-Iike models to support water gualitv 
managements over several decades. Based on these efforts, s~ ~esi~e ~e a:Blf>IAS te mas dj!fereet jRdjeatw aR a eammaEUeale::~~~Hifi;le ~~e~a~et~ 
l!fGRrpms a!Ut;Kress j~t£isdiaiaealll~aAte~VA, (tase studies 3.1 aREIHI· 

US EPA worked with b8iologists from across the United StatesJQ developee the BCG conceptual model 
(Davies and Jackson 2006J.h wftiffi.. The BCG shows an ecologically based relationship between the stressors affecting a waterbody (the physical, chemical, biological impacts) and the response of the aquatic community, manifested as the biological condition. The model is consistent with ecological theory and 
can be adapted or calibra ted to reflect specific geographic regions and waterbody type (e.g., streams, rivers, wetlands, estuaries, lakes). Approaches to ca librate the BCG to region-, state·, or tribe-specific 
conditions.have been applied in several ecological regions by multiple states and tribes. 

In practice, the BCG is used to first identify the critica l attributes of an aquatic community (see Table 2·2) and then describe how each attribute changes in response to stress. Practitioners can use the BCG to 
interpret biological condition along a standardized gradient regardless of assessment method and apply that information to different state or tribal programs. For example, Pennsylvania is using the BCG calibrated to its streams to ident ify exceptional and high-quality waters of the state, based on biological condition (exceptional waters may also be identified w ith other criteria, say, scenic or recreational value). 

The BCG is divided into six levels of biological conditions along the stressor-response curve, ranging from observable biological conditions found at no or low levels of stress (Ieveil) to those found at high levels of stress (level 6) (Figure 1;;1): 

Level l . Native structural, functional, and taxonomic integrity is preserved; ecosystem function is 
preserved within range of natural variability. Level 1 describes waterbodies that are pristine, or 
biologically indistinguishable from pristine condition. 

Level 2. Virtually all native taxa are maintained with some changes in biomass and/or abundance; 
ecosystem functions are fully maintained within the range of natural variability. 

Level 3. Some changes in structure due to loss of some highly sensitive native taxa; shifts in relative abundance of taxa but sensitive-ubiquitous taxa are common and abundant; ecosystem functions are 
fully maintained through redundant attributes of the system, but may differ quantitatively. 
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l evel 4. Moderate changes in structure due to replacement of sensitive-ubiquitous taxa by more 

tolerant taxa, but reproducing populations of some sensitive taxa are maintained; overall balanced 

distribution of all expected major groups; ecosystem functions largely maintained through redundant 

attributes. 

level 5. Sensitive taxa are markedly diminished; conspicuously unbalanced distribution of major groups 

from that expected; organism condition shows signs of physiological stress; system function shows 

reduced complexity and redundancy; increased buildup or export of unused organic materials. 

level 6. Extreme changes in structure; wholesale changes in taxonomic composition; extreme 

alterations from normal densities and distributions; organism condition~ is often poor (e.g. d1seased 

individuals may be prevalent) ; ecosystem functions are severely altered, 



The Biological Condition Gradient: 
Biological Response to Increasing Levels of Stress 
Levels of Biologica l Condition 
low! I . Nltu<ahtructurol.lun<tlonol. 
and t.uonomlc inttvrky b prtw<Wd. 

Lowl2. Structure& function wm116r 
to n1t\nl commun~ with~~ 
addotlonol tiJUI & blomiw; tcCHy<tfln 
IM lun<tlon1 11eluly maint.lirwd....:__ 

Low! 3. E'<i~t change> in >tructu"' 
d~ 10 lou ol .orne rMe nati"" un: 
>holt> in r<!;otiw abw>clan<o. KCHystom 
IM lun<tion>lully rNint.lirwd. 

Le-.14. Mod orate chon~• In IIIU<tU"' 
d~ IO~to/ >Orne iOnsitiw 
ublquitou> tou by more tol.,ont 
wc.; eco>y<tom functlon111<gely 
rNintalned. 

Lew! s. Seniiti"" 11.<1 """"ecly 
dominishod; conlf'ICUOU'Iy unbalanced 
do>tnbutlon ol rNjor ~group\; 
ec<><y•tem function >hOWl reduced 
complexity & redundancy. 

lewl6. Extrome ~in structure 
and «<><y<tom function; wholesole 
clw>ge~ ln tuonomlc compolltion; 
eruomoal~tlon• from normal 
~.JiiM. 

WotOf~ Nbit.t. flow "'9ime 
and wator chemo>try., naturaly 

occun. 

Source: Modified from Davies and Jackson 2006 
Figure 1~. The Biological Condition gradient (BCG). 

Chomlmy. habUI.ltlf>d/Of flow 
...gime .....,e~y ahe<ed from 

natutal condttions. 

The scientific panels that developed the BCG conceptual model ident ified 10 attributes of aquatic 
ecosystems that change in response to increasing levels of stressors along the gradient, from Ieveil to 6 
(see Table 1). The attributes include several aspects of community structure, organism condition, 
ecosystem function, spatial and temporal attribu tes of st ream size, and connect ivity. 

Each attribute provides some information about the biological condition of a waterbody. Combined into • 
a model like the BCG, the attributes can offer a more complete picture about current waterbody 
condit ions and also provide a basis for comparison with naturally expected water body conditions. All 
states and tribes that have applied a BCG used the first seven attributes that describe the composition 
and structure of biot ic community on the basis of the tolerance of species to stressors and, where 
available, included information on the presence or absence of nat ive and nonnative species and, for fish 
and amphibians, observations on overall condition (e.g., size, weight, abnormalities, tumors). 
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Table 1. Biological and other ecological attributes used to characterize the BCG. 

Attribute Description 

Historically documented, Taxa known to have been supported accord~ng to h1stoncal. mu seum, or archeological 

sensitive. long-lived, or re<-ord.s. or taxa wtth restncted d1stnbut1on (occurrina only in a loQie as opposed to a region), 

res•onally endemiC taxa often due to u niq ue life h1story requuements (e.g .• sturgeon, Ameucan eel, pupfish, un•on&d 

mussel species). 

II. H1ahlv sens1t1ve (typically Tuathat are h1ghly sens1t1veto pollution or •nthropogen~c diSturb.nce. Tend to occur in low 

uncommon) taxa numbers, and many taxa are specialists for habitats and food type. These a re th e f~rst to 

d1soppe•r with disturbance o r pollution (e.g., most stonellies, brook trout (m the east ), brook 

lamprey). 

Ill. lntermed•ate sensitive Common taxa that are ub•qu1tous and abundant in relatively undisturbed conditions bu t are 

and common taxa sensitJVeto anthropogeniC diSturbance/pollutiOn. They have a broader r1nge of tolerance 

than Attribute II taxa and can be fou nd at reduced den sity and rtchness 1n moderately 

disturbed sites (e.g., many mayflies, many darter fish species). 

IV. Taxa of intermed tate 

tolerance 

V. Hl&hlv tolerant taxa 

Vl. Nonnativ~ or 
Intentionally Int roduced 

species 

VII. Organism condition 

VIII. Ecosystem funct1on 

IX. Spatial and tempor>l 

extent of detrimental 

effect$ 

X. Ecosystem connectance 

Ubiquitous and common taxa that can be found under a lmost any condit ions, from 

und1sturbed to hi&hly stressed sites. They are broadly tolerant but ohen decline under 

extreme cond ittons (e.g., filter-feeding caddtsflte.s, many m1dges, many m1nnow spectes). 

Taxa that typaulty a re u ncommon and of low abundance in undisturbed conditions but that 

Increase In abundance 1n diSturbed s1tes. Opportuni.sllc species able to exploit re-.sources 1n 

disturbed s1tes. These are the last survivors {e.&., tubificid worms, black bullhead). 

Any spectes not native to the ecosystem (e.s .• Ai1atic clam, zebra mussel, carp, European 

brown tro ut). Additionally, there are many fish native to o ne part of North America that ht~ve 

been Introduced elsewhere. 

AnomalieS o f the orsanisms; Indicato rs of individual health (e.g ., deformitieS. lesions, tumors). 

Processes performed by ecosystems, mclud1ng pnmary and secondary productton; 

respiration; nutrient cydina; decomposition; their proportton/domlnance; and what 

components of the system carry the dominant funCtiOns. For example, sh1ft of lake.s and 

estuaries to phytopLitnkton product•on ilnd mtcrobtal decompOSition under disturbance and 

eutrophlcatlon. 

The spat1al and temporal extent of cumulattve adverse effects of stressors; for example, 

groundwater p umptng m Kansas resulting in change in fish compositton from fluvi al 

dependent to sunfish. 

Access or lmkage (m space/time) to materials, locations. and c.onditJons requtred for 

ma1ntenance of interacting populations of aquattc hfe; the oppostte of fragmentation. For 

example, levees resto ct conne<:tlons between flowing w~ter and floodplain nutnent s1nks 

(disrupt function,; dams Impede fish mtgrat ion, spawmng. Extensive b urlat or headwater 

streams leads to cumulative downuream 1mputs to b1ota throuah enercv tnput disruption, 

habitat modtficat1on, and loss of refugta and d1spersmg colonists 

Source: Mod1f1ed f rom Davies and Jackson 2006. 



The last three BCG attributes of ecosystem function, connectance, and spat ial and temporal ex tent of detrimental effects can provide valuable information when evaluating the potential for a waterbody to be protected or restored. For example, a manager can choose to target resources and restoration activities to a stream where there is limited spatia l extent of stressors or there are adjacent intact wetlands and stream buffers or intact hydrology versus a stream with comparable biological condit ion 
but where adjacent wetlands have been recently eliminated, hydrology is being altered, and st ressor input is predicted to increase. 

The BCG model provides a framework to help water quality managers do the following: 
• Decide what environmental conditions are desired (goal-setting) - The BCG can provide a 

framework for organizing data and information and for setting achievable goals for waterbodies relative to Hnatural" conditions, e.g., condition comparable or close to undisturbed or minimally 
disturbed condition. 

• Interpret the environmental conditions that exist (monitoring and assessment)-managers can 
get a more accurate picture of current waterbody conditions. 

• Plan for how to achieve the desired conditions and measure effectiveness of restoration - The 
BCG framework offers water program managers a way to help evaluate the effects of stressors 
on a waterbody, select management measures by which to alleviate those stresses, and 
measure the effect iveness of management actions. 

• Communicate with stakeholders-When biological and stress information is presented in this 
framework, it is easier for the public to understand the status of the aquatic resources relative to what high-quality places exist and what might have been lost. 

Summarizing/Concluding paragraph to be added 



The BCG can serve as a starting point for defining the response of aquatic biota to increasing levels of 

stress in a specific region. The model can be applied to any region or waterbody by calibrating it to local 

conditions using specific expertise and local data. To date, most states and tribes are calibrating the BCG 

using the first seven attributes that characterize the biotic community primarily on the basis of tolerance 

to stressors, presence/absence of native and 

nonnative species, and organism condition. 

A multistep process is followed to calibrate a 

BCG to local conditions (Figure~l:l) ; to 

describe the native aquatic assemblages under 

natural conditions; to identify the predominant 

regional stressors; and to describe the BCG, 

including the theoretical foundation and 

observed assemblage response to stressors. 

Calibration begins with the assembly and 

analysis of biological monitoring data. Next, a 

calibration workshop is held in which experts 

familiar with local conditions use the data to 

define the ecological attributes and set 

narrative statements; for example, narrat ive 

decision rules for assigning sites to a BCG level 

on the basis of the biological information 

collected at sites. Documentation of expert 

opinion in assigning sites to tiers is a critical 

part of the process. A decision model can then 

BCG Calibration 

AoMmbleO... I 
'----w....--' --

w 

I c-lop O.Cio.lon MoM~ or lndea I 
'W' 

be developed that encompasses those rules ''""'_,..,_ .. 

and is tested with independent data sets. A 'W 
decision model based on the tested decision 

rules is a transparent, formal, and testable AA>IY •o crt..na 

method for documenting and va lidating expert 

knowledge. A quantitative data analysis figure 1-3~. Steps in a BCG calibration. 

program can then be developed using those 

rules. 
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Montgomery County convened a panel of .!Z_technical experts consisting of stream and fisheries 

biologists and aquatic ecologists to develop a BCG conceptual model for the Piedmont region of 

Maryland (see list of panel members). The panel participated in several webinars/ conference calls, -and 

an all-day panel meeting on March 27, 2013. The objective was to develop a BCG narrative model, 

including narrative descriptions of the BCG levels as they are manifested in the Piedmont region of 

Maryland, and using data collected by Montgomery County. 



(Keith: add more on workshop/panel, MoCo object•ves if necessary) · to provide context for why th is 
pilot was conducted 

History of Montgomery County Streams 
(Ke1thj a paragraph or two. or three. if you think helpful to set the context 

Identifying BCG Attributes 

Biologists have long observed that taxa differ in their sensitivity to pol lution and disturbance. While 
biologists largely agree on the relative sensitivity of taxa, there may be subtle differences among stream 
types (high vs. low gradient ) or among geographic regions. The workgroup participants used their 
co llective experience and judgment to assign sensitivities of the organisms to the disturbance gradient. 
Participants d iscussed the fish and benthic macroinvertebrates that occur in Montgomery County and in 
M aryland's Piedmont, and developed a consensus assignment prior to the workshop . Examples are 
shown in Tables 2 and 3, and Figure 3. 

Table 2 Examples of Northern Piedmont fish and sa lamanders by attribute group 
Number 

of 
Ecological Attribute species Example Species 

I Endemic, rare 5 Brook trout, bridle shiner, Chesapeake logperch, Maryland darter, 
trout perch 

II Highly Sensitive 7 Yellow perch, northern hogsuckcr, margined madtom, dusky 
salamander, longtailed salamander 

Ill Intermediate Sensitive 11 Fallfish, fanta •l darter, Potomac sculpin, Blue Ridge sculpin IV Intermediate Tolerant 14 Channel catfish, least brook lamprey, pumpkinseed, tessellated darter V Tolerant 13 American eel, mummichog, white sucker, sea lamprey, northern two· 
lined salamander 

Vl ·l Sensitive Nonnative 2 brown t rout, rainbow trou t 
VI-m Intermediate 6 Black crappie, golden redhorse, smallmouth bass 
nonnative 
Vl-t Tolerant nonnative 6 common ca rp, goldfish, green sunfish, largemouth bass. snakehead 
X unassigned Unidentified fish, hybrids 



Table 3 Examples of Northern Piedmont benthic macroinvertebra tes by att ribute group 

I Number of 

Ecological Attribute taxa Example Species 

I Endemic, rare None attributed 

II Highly Sensitive ~so Mayflies: Habrophlebio, Epeorus, Ephemera, Leucrocuta, 

Habraphlebtodes, Paraleptaphlebta, Stoneflies: Sweltsa, Talloperla, 

Eccoptura, Caddisflies: Wormaldla, Dip/ectrona, Rhyacophilo, 

Dolophilodes, Flies: Dixa, Prodiamesinae 

Ill Intermediate ~Go Mayflies: Dlphetor, Ephemerello, Ametews, Serratella, Stoneflies: 

Sensitive Amphinemuro, Acroneur/o, Leuctra, /soper/a, Dragonflies: Cordulegoster, 

Lonrhus, Caddisflies: Neophylax, Rhyacophilo, Pycnopsyche, Glassosoma, 

Beetles: Oullmnius, Anchytarsus, Flies: Dlamesinae, Hexotoma, 

Pros•mulium 

IV Intermediate >100 Mayflies: Baetfs, Stenonemo, Damsel and Dragonflies: Ca/opteryx, 

Tolerant Boyerio, Caddlsflies: Hydropsyche, Polycenrropus, Beetles: Helichus, 

Optioservus, Fishfhes: Nigronio, Other: Chelifero, Tanytarslni, Tipula, 

Tabanidae, Crangonyx, Enchvtraeidae 

v Tolerant >SO Beetles: Hydrophilidae, Oytiscidae, Flies: Hemerodromio, most 

Chlronominl and Orthoclad1inae, Stratiomyiidae, Other: Isopod a, 

Phys1dae, Hirudinae, Tubificidae 

v Nonnative 2 Asian Clam: Corbicula, Snails: Bithnya 

X Unassigned Ambiguous family-level or order-level identi fications, unknown tolerance 

Potential SI!Ot for f?hOtOS Ke1th sent?', __ _ 

Figure 3. Sensitive aquatic species in Maryland's Ptedmont~l:l. MaCe see fisl:l graJli'ues f!Fe.,.,dee. 
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Panelists examined biological data from individual sites and assigned those samples to Levels 1 to 6 of ·:~: ••• : •• :·:·.·. 
the BCG. The intent was to achieve consensus and, in the process, to document the scientific rationa le 

iEieAtify JlrelimiAary n1les that experts were using to make their assignments. EXpert solicitation Is the 

first step in a rigorous. transparent process to developquantifiable rules for decision making and model 

development. The end result is the refinement of existing. or development of new. biological indices. 

Though the first step in a longer process. expert evaluation of changes in taxa. in-stream and riparian 

' 

habitat. and watershed condition can yield immediate detail and insight on the response of local and 

regional biota to increasing stress. This information can be used to identify high quality waters that 

maybe threatened and require additional protection and waters that show early signs of degradation 

but where protection or restoration efforts could be most efficient and successful. 

The data that the experts examined when making BCG level assignments were provided in worksheets. 

The worksheets contained lists of taxa, taxa abundances, BCG attribute levels assigned to the taxa, BCG 

attribute metrics and limited site information (e.g., such as watershed area), size class (i.e., headwater), 

and stream gradient. Participants were not allowed to view Station IDs or waterbody names when 

making BCG level assignments, as this might bias their assignments. Fish and macroinvertebrate 

worksheets can be found in Appendix XXC (to be added!. 

The workgroup examined macroinvertebrate data from ~16 ~~-m_llles, _and _fish data from 17 samples. 

The group was able to reach a consensus opinion on the BCG level assignments for all sites reviewed. 

The panels were able to distinguish 4 separate BCG levels (BCG Levels 3-6), although Level 6 (extreme 

degradation) was rare. The experts also identified significant changes in assemblages the Indicated 

shifts either up or down along the gradient. For example. t+he fish group~ach grellJl identified a siAgle 

sample that was borderline between Levels 2 and 3, that is, half of the experts assessed the samples at 

Level 2 :,and half at Level 3~agreed that these e-sites were borderline between the two 

levels because of excellent habitat and water quality conditions and potential for these sites to support 

native or other sensitive species that were currently missing e.g. brook trout. The macroinvertebrate 

group identified three samples that they considered borderline Level2-3 because the expected sensitive 

and native taxa were either absent or present in low numbers and the in-stream habitat and water 

quality were judged sufficient or close to sufficient to support these taxa. Additionally. the level of 

disturbance in the immediate watershed area was low and restoration potential for these sites judged 

excellent .• 

.. 
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Levell- Level 2 Natural Condit ions (undisturbed to minimally dist urbed). The panel felt that Level l 

sites, which are indistinguishable from pristine or undisturbed, would have st rictly native taxa for all 
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natives present, some endemic species, and evidence of connectivity in the form of migratory fish. 
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1~ The presence of bot-non-nat ive species and loss of endemic species would move a site to the 

next level down on the gradient, Level 2. However. there are no sites w1th1n the piedmont that do not 

have some degree of disturbance. including legacy effects from agriculture and forestry from 100 to 200 

years ago. This is typical situat ion for most of the North American con tinent. For practical reasons. 

Levell and highly rated level 2 (e.g. 2+) have been combined. These sites have excellent water qualitv 

and support habitat crit ical for nat ive taxa. For macroinvertebrates, Level 2+ sites would have many 

highly sensitive taxa and relat1vely high richness and abundance of Intermediate sensitive-ubiquitous 

taxa. Many of these taxa are characterized by having limited dispersal capabilities or are habitat 

specialists. Tolerant taxa are present but have low abundance. Presence of sensitive-rare. cold water 

indicator taxa such as the mayfly Epeorus, and stone flies Sweltsa and Tolloperla would be expected to 

occur. 

Level 2 ~ Near Natural (minimally disturbed). For fish, the panel decided that non-nat ive 

spec1es may be present, but they cannot exclude native species. _A site that would be assigned to Level 

2 Asll cammuRity must also maintain FOnnectivity _be_t\N~en_ the main stem. associatedwet1a11ds and 

headwater streams so that mi-ffiigratory fish and amphibians !u:_eel, ~ampreY.. sa lamanders! are . 

present_ or known to access the siterand-mus~. Native ~top preda tors_!u:..~brook trout-1 

are presentiA PieEimaAt streams. The best f ish site (upper Patuxent River) lacked brook t rou t, bu t 

reintroduction of reproducing native brook trout and access for migratory fish would raise th is site to 

Level 2 status. Several sites rated as BCG level 3 supported habi tat and water qyalitv that would support 

a reproducing native brook population. This sites would then be ra ted as a level 2.Se.,.eral etller Level 3 

sites eauiEI alsa be raised te Le'lel 2 b·1• reiAtraductioA of Aative breo~ 

!evel 3 Near Na!':lra_l ~~bitat (loss of native taxa). ~evel3 condit ion was generally considered _a good 

quality condition by the panel. For macromvertebrates. Level 3 s1tes should have several highly sensitive 

taxa (some less eampared t e le·tel 21 and relat1vely high richness and abundance of intermediate 

sensitive-ubiquitous taxa. Taxa w1th mtermed1ate tolerance may increase 10 nchness and abundance. 

Tolerant taxa are somewhat more common but still have low abundance. Key sensitive taxa include the 

caddisfly Diplectrona. the mayfly Ephemerella and the stonefiyAmphinemuro. Panelists expected other 

key taxa to indicate level 2 streams. especially coldwater indicator mayflies. stoneflies. and caddisflies 

(e.g. Epeorus. Sweltso. and Wormoldial. 

level 3- Level 4. For f ish, the transition from level3 to l evel 4 is characterized by increasing loss of 

sensit ive species, and by increased abundance of tolerant species indicating nutrient enrichment and/ or 

excess sedimentation. le'lel 3 ceRditioA was geAerally EOASidered geed by tile paRe I but Ae itller ·t eP( 

geed Aer eHceptiaAal (levels 1 aAd-2}.:For macromvertebrates. panelists agreed that as sites slipped 

toward level4. that highly sensitive macroinvertebrate taxa were more poorly represented but some 

Intermediate sensitive-ubiquitous taxa populations were ma1nta1ned. Although cool and coldwater 

Indicator taxa such as Dolophilodes. Diplectrona and Leuctra are usually present, obvious increases in 

intermediate-tolerance and tolerant individuals were noted when compared to level 2-3. driven 

prlmanly by increases in specific chlronomid m1dgefly subfamilies. 

---- · Commented [57]: The commuMy d .. J not m1intaln 
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.~evel g Sig!'_i!J~a nt~han_ui In A_q~atl c Bi~~~ (Moderately Disturbed). Sensitive species and individu~ls 

are still present but In reduced numbers (e.g. approximately 10-30% of the community rather than 60 

to 80%). The experts gen!:rally awee that the qerststence of some sensttive species m~_icates that_ their 

original ecosvstem function is still maintained albeit at a reduced level. (Add example representative of 

such a shift in Piedmont), 

level 4 -LevelS. The panel considered Sttes rated towards the lower end of Level4 (e.g. approximately 

10- 15% of the sensitive species present) to be trending towards ~pp~i~i!. 

markedly diminished aquat ic community characteristic of the next level down. Level 5. Tolerant taxa 

predominant and sensitive species are either absent or present in very low numbers irretrievable less 

represeAteEI b•f le•.•el S. Though not part of this evaluation. there can be increased evidence of 

physiological stress (examples you might see in Piedmont?). Most notably in fish and amphibian 

communities. lesions. tumors. and other abnormalities are increasingly observed. 

Level 5 MalorChange~_in Aguati~ Biota (High level ofdisturbance).le¥el 4 ret_'!iAS a silable miR~~i_ty_ ~f 

seRsiti•,•e s11eeies a All iR!Ii•1illwals (aflfiFBMi"'atel'f lQ 3~ er tile ee"'mwRity) rerteetiRg that tile 

Eeffif!BReAt is still ful~lliR8 ~eeesyste"' fuAetieA albeit at a reEiueeO*Yelr-ln Level 5, sensitive 

species and individuals may be present but their ~!se~e-+5-Feool.'e(l-t<Hl<~~~quAA1f+t.'/4"A-A-t-tee<rFFmA-ss-oo;ff-ila 

funct ional role is negligible eemf!OAeRt er withtn the system. Those sensitiVe taxa remaining are highly 

ubiquitous ones within the region havmg very good dispersal capabihttes. For macroinvertebrates, 

streams trending toward Level 5 revealed that highly sensitive macroinvertebrate taxa were usually 

absent and Chironomid midges (mostlv tolerant Orthocladunae and Chtronomintl often compnsed >SO% 

of the community m Level 5 streams. Level 5_typically has abundant oJganjsms tbat are mo.st!v~ltt 

or iotermedjate tolerance, both oatjye and jp trodyced apd may baye relatjyely hjgb d jyersity wjth jp the 

tolerant or&anism$.....Mill,oinyeaebute.cwmu~ul<thaye hisb..o.t.l9.'!X..P.XWII d ive rsity~o.st 

~es~s are~rtuni~ollution tolerantspecies, 

Level 5- Level6. 8oth le¥el S aREilevelli are lie low a liflpiA8fiOiRt, aAEI•.vhether they eaA be restored 

iS YAkASWA . Ll 115 t;piCDIIi hif ib Adii~F89Aii"H that IJ<eP'IOU.., lDIIfiiRl ~liJFMI~ 

teler&Aoe, betA Aa•P a &Ad iAtrachua.,, a_.i Mil; ha & raiOtti"al; ._i8h ii ar&it;rn"itt.IA tRa tolaraAt 

IJ8Uil•l ltUfliA IJUIIFIII Dl••uAilili ~IUIIII hil I hif!~ OF Ia D 8FIIIIIi IPiilii b-1 "1111 

r11pranntiili' u 1111 nDDAIIAillic ar nll111i a11 taler;1nt Epuiu Transit ion from level 5 to level 6 is 

characterized by loss of remaining diversity to a depauperate community. Some highly to lerant 

organisms such as fathead minnows, brown bullhead, rat ta1leEI magg<»s, various maggot genera, 

tubificid and natdtd worms, or physid snails may be ~~abundant, indicating extreme organic 

enrichment and hypoxia; or extreme low abundance and low richness of all organisms may indicate toxic 

conditions, Under hypoxic conditions, only those tolerant Invertebrates adapted to living in low 

dissolved oxygen or can breathe atmospheric air may be present. 

Level6. Add description of what is observed in Piedmont. 
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Results .... ---·::···1 Formatted: Font: 14 pt, Bold 
••• Formatted: Font: 14 pt 

.Status: f. preliminary BCG based on benthic macroinvl_!rt!!brates. fish_and salam~nder assemb~ases has ••• ·{>-F,;o_rm_ atted;,;,;,.,;' _Fon.;....t_: t_l..;;pt,..:...Bold,;,; _________ -< 
been developed (Appendx B). < ····{ Formatted: Font: II pt, Not Bold 

The panelists working with the fish and salamander assemblages rated the 17 selected sites from BCG 
Level3+ to 6. The 16 macroinvertebrate sites were rated roughly from 2· to 6+. Where both sets of 
sit es overlapped (sites with both assemblages). there was relatively good agreement. For example, at 
Samp002 the fish experts rated the sit e a 4 while the macroinvertebrate experts rated it as a 3-. 
Similarly, Samo012 was rated a 6+ by fish panelosts and a 5· by macroinvertebrate specialists. At 
Samp004. both groups of panelists rated the site a solid level3. The rationale for assignment of each 
sample was documented and among the assemblage groups. there was consistent agreement on basis 
for the assignments. The rationale for the assignments becomes the basis for development of narrative 
decision rules to BCG level assignment. In turn. with further test ing and peer review. these narrative 
statements then become the basis for quantification and development of numeric biological indices or 
models. 

Ten Mile Creek sites ratmgs ranged between the high end of BCG level 3 !e.g. a 3+1 to BCG level 4. For 
most BCG level development done to date. sites tha t are comparable to BCG level 4 are often iudged as 
attaining their designated aquat ic life use. Several of the Ten Mile Creek sites. particularly the primary 
head water streams. were !udged as very good gualitf. receiving a low BCG level 2 rating (e.g. 2-l or high _ _ ••• -·{ Formatted: Font: 11 pt 

~~~~~~----------------~ BCG level3 rating (e.g. 3+1. The experts felt that these streams have excellent potential for 
improvement to BCG level 2 if protected with options for additional protection considered. 

The information erovided by each of the assemblages was complementary . each providing additional __ ___ ••• ··{._Fo...;_rm_atted;.;.:.._,_Fon.:....t_: 1_1..::pt- -------- ---' 
insight into the current condition as well as potential for restoration. For example, for several sit es 
there were cool and cold w ater sensitive benth ic macroinvertebrate taxa present as well as sensitive 
salamander species. The native brook trout were not present at these sites but because of the presence 
of these other assemblages indicative of good water quality and habitat. these streams c may be able to 
support a self-sustaining native brook t rout population and be a candidate for an upgrade from their 
current use class. class Ill. to class # 3. These sites are approaching and may achieve conditions 
comparable to Northern Piedmont Sentinel~ites that. as_ of this da~e, occur only outside of the county. __ ___ •••• ·{ Formatted: Font: 11 pt, Not Highlight 

Trends: Some of thelsite~were split into "before and after" sets that were rated by both groups. • ••••• Commented [512]: worot~osotO milecreek samples? No. 
SampOOB was a 1.3-sg. mi. str~~,", that wa~- lnitia lly sam-~led in 199Sprior to ext~-~sive urba~i~~tion. Th~- : ·::··· ..,F_o_rm_att_ed_:_F_on_t_: _ll...;pt..:,_Bo_ ld _________ -< 
site was re-sampled in 2012. Macroinvertebrates changed from a Level 2+ stream to a 4-: some highly 
sensit ive, cool and coldwater invertebrate taxa (Diplectrono, Dolophilodes. Eccopturol and some 
intermediate sensitive taxa (e.g .. Ephemerellolwere eradicated following urbanizat ion. For fish. this site 
changed f rom a 3 to a 3· w ith similar species but large increases in abundance of the tolerant Blacknose 
Dace. 
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The results of this pilot showed a remarkable level of agreement among the experts (Montgomery 
County. MOE. MONR. USEPA, and University of Maryland) and across assemblages (benthic 
macrolnvertebrates. fish and sa lamander). Further refinement and analysis are planned this spring and 
summer. including evaluation of independent data sets but the preliminary findings show that: 

ll The individual expert Judgments of the b1ological cond1t ion of the Ten Mile Creek sites ranged 
between high to fair quality (BCG levels 2- to level db with av~rage score 9f XXXX. The highest ···-
quality Ten Mile Creek sites wwas the Kin_p Spnng Tributary where the primary headwater 
streams~ supported cold and cool water sensitive. native benthic macroinvertebrate!axa'. 
The experts predicted that th1s site. amo Ill' the other h 1est rated s te . ~·~were 
excellent candidates for protection. A cursory evaluation of watershed condition indicate the 
area immediate to these streams have no or low road density and impervious surface. 

21 Three of~ the sites were sampled before and after land use disturbance and changes in 
the assemblages were consistently identified by the experts and results in lower BCG level 
assignments. Greg- can you provide examples of what the changes were? Also. Ke1th. can you 
remind us what the land use disturbance was' A, t r •t came fro 'Co tv Socc I 
Protect1on Areas (SPA)- one 1n the Uooer Patnt Branch, one 10 the Piney Branch and one'" the 
Clarksburg Master Plan. The land use disturbance resulted from the conversion of rolling 
piedmont fields and forests to residentia l development of d1fferent levels of imperviousness. 

31 High quality Northern Piedmontsites showt;d potential for rest_c>ration qf self-reproducing__ __ _ _ 
native brook trout populations and potentially are candidates for a use upgrade. MOE and 
MONR offered to work with Montgomery County to further document and investigate this 
possibility. 

4) The information from the three different assemblages (benthic macroinvertebrates. fish, 
salamanders) were complementary and provided strong evidence for identifying high quality 
conditions and detecting early response to stress. In particular, the presence of sufficient 
numbers of sensitive cold and cool weather benthic invertebrates and sensitive salamander are 
robust indicators of high quality condit1ons. including s1tes that cou ld support the return of 
native brook t rout. Additionally, certain fish taxa such as eels. herring. or sea lamprey are 
indicative of streams that are not disconnected from the mainstem river and the Chesapeake 
Bay. These fish species migrate from coastal waters up through the rivers and into the streams. 

··---~-..;.....,...;.....,.~-------~ Formatted: Font: 12 pt 

·-. 

·. 

Formatted: Ust Paragraph, Numbered+ level: I + 
Numbering Style: I, 2, 3, ... + Start at: I + Alignment: left + 
Aligned at: 0.25" + Indent at: 0.5" 

Commented [S14]: Grfl - I do not r.caU whlth sites were!O 
mile ond whlth were noc -so not " '"' if Te<> Mae slt .. ln<tudtd the 
pnmo~ry he.tetwa·ttr streltN whkh rec~ttv.d ratinp from 2· to 3+ 
from !he indlvlcluol uperts. 

Commented [SlS]: Gret or Keith - can you confirm that the 
primary headwater sites were 10 milt crHk? One of tM headwater 
site wos ln Ton Mlle. 

Formatted: Ust Paragraph, Numbered + Level: 1 + 
Numbering Style: 1, 2, 3, ... + Start at: 1 +Alignment: Left + 
Aligned at: 0.25" + Indent at: 0.5" 

Fonnatted: Indent: left: 0.5", No bullets or numbering 

Commented [516] : If my memo<y se.ve• me corTKtly, some of 
thele slte:s were 10 mile creek. Grt&. ple•se confirm. 

Fonnatted: Ust Par<>graph, Numbered + Level: 1 + 
Numbering Style: 1, 2, 3, ... + Start at: 1 +Alignment: Len + 
Aligned at: 0.25" + Indent at: o.s· 
Formatted: Indent : left: 0.5", No bullets or numbering 

Formatted: Ust Paragraph, Numbered + level: I + 
Numbering Style: I, 2, 3, ... + Start at: 1 +Alignment: Len+ 
Aligned at: 0.25" + Indent at: OS 

• --·- i Formatted: Indent: left: 0.5", No bullets or numbering 



51 The experts discussed the use of a Northern Piedmont BCG as a framework for communicating 

to the public and their officials detailed information on the biota that is being protected or 

restored (current conditions!: predicted biological gains from management actions: and 

tracking progress once actions taken. Th1 framewor' will help develOp a BCG usm, 

quantitatively robust data from the Northern Piedmont of Maryland that could materially assist 

local efforts to de•., nbe ris~ m different development and land use options as well as restoratiOn 

opportunities. 
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Jackson, Susank 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Cc: 
Subject: 

To all: 

Van Ness, Keith < Keith.VanNess@montgomerycountymd.gov> 
Tuesday, April 02, 2013 11:21 AM 
Pond, Greg; Jeroen.Gerritsen@tetratech.com; Reynolds, Louis; Passmore, Margaret 
Symborski, Mark; Jackson, Susank; Dolan, Mary; Curtis, Eileen; Curtis, Meosotis 
RE: BCG vs IBI 

In my opinion, the BCG could materially assist our efforts to describe risk in different development and land use options. 
I do agree that this is a great benefit of the BCG. 

Please don't be so hard on the bug group - their transcriber was a local yokel that couldn't type very well and was 
SLOW. 

Thanks 
Keith 

From: Pond, Greg [mailto:Pond.Greg@epa.gov] 
Sent: Tuesday, April 02, 2013 11:06 AM 
To: Jeroen.Gerritsen@tetratech.com; Reynolds, Louis; Van Ness, Keith; Passmore, Margaret 
Cc: Symborski, Mark; Jackson, Susank; Dolan, Mary 
Subject: BCG vs IBI 

Here are some comparisons to contempla te. Jeroen, I ended up converting+ and- into decimals and then averaged 
across panelists for each site. Slides 1 and 2 are just bugs within attributes to graphically show what panelists were 
thinking about. In graphs 3 and 4, these compare fBI to Tiers where decent relationships are found. Interestingly, there 
is fairly wide scatter of what experts found at "good fBI" sites (see dashed ovals in "good" range). So experts indicated 
sites were increasingly at risk but IBI says all was still good. This is a great benefit of BCG. Look where the Ten Mile Cr. 
sites fall out. Also, see relationship of Fish tiers to bug tiers; unfortunately n=ll because bug group didn't finish enough 
sites to match fish sites. 

Curious of your thoughts. 

Greg Pond 
U.S. EPA Region III 
Office of Monitoring and Assessment 
Freshwater Biology Laboratory 
1060 Chapline St. 
Wheeling, WV 26003 
Ph: 304-234-0243 
pond.greg@epa.gov 





Jackson, Susank 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Cc: 
Subject: 
Attachments: 

Susan: 

Van Ness, Keith <Keith.VanNess@montgomerycountymd.gov> 
Tuesday, April 02, 2013 12:52 PM 
Jackson, Susank; Pond, Greg; Dolan, Mary 
Symborski, Mark; Jeroen.Gerritsen@tetratech.com; Reynolds, Louis; Curtis, Meosotis 
RE: Some edits on draft report_wi ll follow up with Greg later this morning 
BCG report_rough draft_Apri l lKDV.docx 

Attached are edits and comments on JUST the results and conclusions. In my opinion this report does more than 'hit the 
spot'- it provides an example of what the BCG could provide as a tool as we all struggle with land use decisions. It is a 
real improvement over our locaiiBI I think. 

Now working on the other parts of the report. 

Keith 

From: Jackson, Susank [mailto:Jackson.Susank@epa.gov] 
Sent: Tuesday, April 02, 2013 12:02 PM 
To: Van Ness, Keith; Pond, Greg; Dolan, Mary 
Cc: Symborski, Mark; Jeroen.Gerritsen@tetratech.com; Reynolds, Louis; Curtis, Meosotis 
Subject: RE: Some edits on draft report_will follow up with Greg later this morning 

NO, not too late. It is important that we hear from you re whether this report hits the spot as a preliminary 
draft. Please take a look at results and conclusions. 

Per Mary's request, we will work on graphics. 

Susan 

From: Van Ness, Keith [mailto:Keith.VanNess@montgomervcountymd.gov] 
Sent: Tuesday, April 02, 2013 11:16 AM 
To: Pond, Greg; Jackson, Susank; Dolan, Mary 
Cc: Symborski, Mark; Jeroen.Gerritsen@tetratech.com; Reynolds, Louis; Curtis, Meosotis 
Subject: RE: Some edits on draft report_will follow up with Greg later this morning 

To All: 

I too am feeling the effects of the tremendous need to provide information in a short time! Whew - but it is very 
rewarding at the same time to be able to produce something very useful and understandable at many levels in such a 
timely manner. Kudos to all of you! 

This is very interesting and also very useful in describing streams in the county. When we first created the index, we 
noted that there was a tight cluster of reference station b-ibi scores at the top of the scoring range. Almost 50% of the 
reference station scores scored between 36 to 40 points out of a possible 40 po int maximum. After that- there was no other observable cluster of scores. So- in discussion with Wayne Davis- we viewed that top cluster as the 'best of the 
best' or 'excellent' . We trisected the remaining scores of 35 to 8 into the other narrative categories. 

I think that the BCG picked up on this trisection approach. The tier assignments improves the depiction of the decline in 
the biological community in a way that is complimentary to the IBI and also (I think) more sensitive to the IBI scoring 



ranges that we currently use. It would be good to continue with the BCG development by using more data and see if 

this observation continues. 

I just got the draft document and will forward the report to Meo. Is it too late to review it? 

Exciting stuff. 

Thanks 
Keith 

From: Pond, Greg [mailto:Pond.Greg@epa.gov] 

Sent: Tuesday, April 02, 2013 9:27AM 

To: Jackson, Susank; Dolan, Mary 

Cc: Symborski, Mark; Van Ness, Keith; Jeroen.Gerritsen@tetratech.com; Reynolds, Louis 

Subject: RE: Some edits on draft report_will follow up with Greg later this morning 

Something interesting to me (this is preliminary) is the relationship between tier assignments (e.g., averaged by 

converting 3- to 3.5, etc.) and Montgomery Co. B-IBI. A good relationship is seen with bugs (the 3 extra Sentinel sites 

are not included here) but in the high "good" part of the graph, the experts perceived a shift from 2.7 to almost 4. Food 

for thought. I will be looking at fish IBI next. 

Greg Pond 

U.S. EPA Region III 

Office of Monitoring and Assessment 

Freshwater Biology Laboratory 

1060 Chapline St. 

Wheeling, WV 26003 

• 
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Ph: 304-234-0243 
pond.greg@epa.gov 

From: Jackson, Susank 
Sent: Tuesday, April 02, 2013 8:57AM 
To: Pond, Greg; Dolan, Mary 
Cc: Symborski, Mark; Van Ness, Keith; Jeroen.Gerritsen@tetratech.com; Reynolds, Louis 
Subject: Some edits on draft report_will follow up with Greg later this morning 

Attached is a quick and dirty edited draft report- minor comments and an additional bullet for the conclusion. A few 
questions are in there for Greg or Keith. There are some placeholders for text to be added later today. 

Preliminary feedback is requested from Keith, Mark and Mary whether the content and format of this report is what is 
needed. If there are key points and recommendations from the workshop that are missing and you think are needed, 
please specify. I can prepare a couple of slides today using the photos Keith provided if that is of help. 

Also, supporting data for results needed to be added at some point, perhaps in appendix. For example, one of the results 
cites the before and after results for a few of the 10 mile sites. This additional work may need to be added following the 
initial draft to be provided to Montgomery County by COB today. 

Greg: I will follow up with you later this morning. 

Susan 

From: Pond, Greg 
Sent: Monday, April 01, 2013 8:23 PM 
To: Dolan, Mary; Jackson, Susank 
Cc: Symborski, Mark; Van Ness, Keith; Jeroen.Gerritsen@tetratech.com; Reynolds, Louis 
Subject: Draft BCG report and Appendix B. 

Mary, Mark, and Keith: 

Attached is a rough draft report that Susan, Jeroen, and I have been working on. We basically ran out of steam for now, 
but will be interested in your feedback and addit ions that dovetail into something meeting expectations for your hopes 
for a BCG and Tenmi le Creek in particular. There are numerous placeholders for more info rmation we need to f lesh out 
(and Keith, you will see your name mentioned a few t imes and high lighted in ye llow !). We think it would be great to 
have site photos across the t iers with description of impervious area, etc., and then photos of key indicator taxa (e.g., 
Attributes 1-111). 

This has been a very interesting BCG exercise but we've never had to turn something around in a just a few days time 
like this. We would very much like to continue to work on BCG development for Montgomery Co., and this pilot has 
been a good start. 

Please take a look and let us know where you'd like us to take this. 

Greg 

Greg Pond 
U.S. EPA Region III 
Office of Monitoring and Assessment 
Freshwater Biology Laboratory 
1060 Chapline St. 
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Wheeling, WV 26003 

Ph: 304-234-0243 

pond.greg@epa.gov 

From: Dolan, Mary [mailto:mary.dolan@montgomervplanning.org] 

Sent: Monday, April 01, 2013 5:25 PM 
To: Jackson, Susank; Pond, Greg 
Cc: Symborski, Mark 
Subject: RE: Photos 

Susan-

I'm leaving soon, are you sending something today? I' ll eit her look at it later this evening from home or early 

in the morning. 

Mary 

From: Van Ness, Keith [mailto:Keith.VanNess@montgomervcountymd.gov] 

Sent: Monday, April 01, 2013 4:55 PM 
To: Dolan, Mary; Jackson, Susank; Pond, Greg 
Cc: Curtis, Meosotis; Symborski, Mark 
Subject: RE: Photos 

Still alive. Still here! 

From: Dolan, Mary [mailto:marv.dolan@montgomervplanning.org] 

Sent: Monday, April 01, 2013 4:54PM 
To: Jackson, Susank; Van Ness, Keith; Pond, Greg 
Cc: Curtis, Meosotis; Symborski, Mark 
Subject: RE: Photos 

Mark and I are still in the office. I don't know about Keith. 

Mary 

From: Jackson, Susank [mailto:Jackson.Susank@epa.gov] 

Sent: Monday, April 01, 2013 4:51 PM 
To: Van Ness, Keith; Pond, Greg 
Cc: Curtis, Meosotis; Dolan, Mary; Symborski, Mark 
Subject: RE: Photos 

Hello Keith and Mark, 

Greg and I are near finish with a very rough draft of the report. Greg just had his phone lines taken down (repair work) 

so he is offline at the moment. We are writing up results and at least bulleting key conclusions. 

I can send to you all shortly if you are still in office. Would like your feedback on whether we are heading in the right 

direction. Or, if too late, can send first thing in the morning. We plan to revise and clean up this very preliminary report 

before send ing to you at end of the day tomorrow but wanted some initial feedback. 

Susan 

4 



From: Van Ness, Keith [mailto:Keith.VanNess@montgomervcountvmd.gov] 
Sent: Monday, April 01, 2013 1:10PM 
To: Pond, Greg 
Cc: Jackson, Susank; Curtis, Meosotis; Dolan, Mary; Symborski, Mark 
Subject: Photos 

Greg: 

Here are some stream stations- hopefully they are illustrative of different habitat conditions. BankOOl- urban stream, 
img0059- ag stream, hw308b- very nice stream, LSTMllO is a headwater stream in Ten Mile. 
Keith 
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Jackson, Susank 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Cc: 
Subject: 
Attachments: 

Van Ness, Keith < Keith.VanNess@montgomerycountymd.gov> 
Tuesday, April 02, 2013 1:45 PM 
Jackson, Susank; Pond, Greg; Dolan, Mary 
Symborski, Mark; Jeroen.Gerritsen@tetratech.com; Reynolds, Louis; Curtis, Meosot is 
RE: Some edits on draft report_will follow up wi th Greg later this morning 
BCG report_rough draft_April 1KDV.docx 

To All: Please see page 11 for a draft on the MoCo objectives- please edit as needed. It may be too wordy. 
Thanks 
Keith 

From: Jackson, Susank [mailto:Jackson.Susank@epa.gov] 
Sent: Tuesday, April 02, 2013 12:02 PM 
To: Van Ness, Keith; Pond, Greg; Dolan, Mary 
Cc: Symborski, Mark; Jeroen.Gerritsen@tetratech.com; Reynolds, Louis; Curtis, Meosotis 
Subject: RE: Some edits on draft report_will follow up with Greg later this morning 

NO, not too late. It is important that we hear from you re whether this report hits the spot as a preliminary 
draft. Please take a look at results and conclusions. 

Per Mary's request, we wil l work on graphics. 

Susan 

From: Van Ness, Keith [mailto :Keith.VanNess@montqomervcountymd.gov] 
Sent: Tuesday, April 02, 2013 11:16 AM 
To: Pond, Greg; Jackson, Susank; Dolan, Mary 
Cc: Symborski, Mark; Jeroen.Gerritsen@tetratech.com; Reynolds, Louis; Curtis, Meosotis 
Subject: RE: Some edits on draft report_will follow up with Greg later this morning 

To All: 

I too am feeling the effects of the tremendous need to provide information in a short time! Whew- but it is very 
rewarding at the same t ime to be able to produce someth ing very useful and understandable at many levels in such a 
timely manner. Kudos to all of you! 

This is very interesting and also very useful in describing streams in the county. When we first created the index, we 
noted that there was a tight cluster of reference station b-ibi scores at the top of the scoring range. Almost 50% of the 
reference station scores scored between 36 to 40 points out of a possible 40 point maximum. After that- there was no 
other observable cluster of scores. So- in discussion with Wayne Davis- we viewed t hat top cluster as the 'best of the 
best' or 'excellent'. We trisected the remaining scores of 35 to 8 into the other narrative categories. 

I think that the BCG picked up on this trisection approach. The tier assignments improves the depiction of the decline in 
the biological community in a way that is complimentary to the IBI and also {I think) more sensitive to the IBI scoring 
ranges that we currently use. It would be good to continue with the BCG development by using more data and see if 
this observation continues. 

I just got the draft document and will forward the report to Meo. Is it too late to review it? 

1 



Exciting stuff. 

Thanks 
Keith 

From: Pond, Greg [mailto:Pond.Greg@epa.gov] 

Sent: Tuesday, April 02, 2013 9:27AM 

To: Jackson, Susank; Dolan, Mary 

Cc: Symborski, Mark; Van Ness, Keith; Jeroen.Gerritsen@tetratech.com; Reynolds, Louis 

Subject: RE: Some edits on draft report_will follow up with Greg later this morning 

Something interesting to me (this is preliminary) is the re lationship between tie r assignments (e.g., averaged by 

converting 3- to 3.5, etc.) and Montgomery Co. B-IBI. A good relationship is seen with bugs (the 3 extra Sentinel sites 

are not included here) but in the high "good" part of the graph, the experts perceived a shift from 2.7 to almost 4. Food 

for thought. I will be looking at fish IBI next. 
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Office of Monitoring and Assessment 

Freshwater Biology Laboratory 
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Wheeling, WV 26003 

Ph: 304-234-0243 

pond.greg@epa.gov 

From: Jackson, Susank 
Sent: Tuesday, April 02, 2013 8:57AM 
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To: Pond, Greg; Dolan, Mary 
Cc: Symborski, Mark; Van Ness, Keith; Jeroen.Gerritsen@tetratech.com; Reynolds, Louis 
Subject: Some edits on draft report_will follow up with Greg later this morning 

Attached is a quick and dirty edited draft report- minor comments and an additional bullet for the conclusion. A few 
questions are in there for Greg or Keith. There are some placeholders for text to be added later today. 

Preliminary feedback is requested from Keith, Mark and Mary whether the content and format of this report is what is 
needed. If there are key points and recommendations from the workshop that are missing and you think are needed, 
please specify. I can prepare a couple of slides today using the photos Keith provided if that is of help. 

Also, supporting data for results needed to be added at some point, perhaps in appendix. For example, one of the results 
cites the before and after results for a few of the 10 mile sites. This additional work may need to be added following the 
initial draft to be provided to Montgomery County by COB today. 

Greg: I will follow up with you later this morning. 

Susan 

From: Pond, Greg 
Sent: Monday, April 01, 2013 8:23 PM 
To: Dolan, Mary; Jackson, Susank 
Cc: Symborski, Mark; Van Ness, Keith; Jeroen.Gerritsen@tetratech.com; Reynolds, Louis 
Subject: Draft BCG report and Appendix B. 

Mary, Mark, and Keith : 

Attached is a rough draft report that Susan, Jeroen, and I have been working on. We basically ran out of steam for now, 
but wil l be interested in your feedback and additions that dovetai l into something meeting expectations for your hopes 
for a BCG and Tenmile Creek in particula r. There are numerous placeholders for more information we need to flesh out 
(and Keith, you will see your name mentioned a few times and highlighted in yellow!). We think it would be great to 
have site photos across the tiers w ith description of impervious area, etc., and then photos of key indicator taxa (e.g., 
Attributes 1-111). 

This has been a very interesting BCG exercise but we've never had to turn someth ing around in a j ust a few days t ime 
like this. We would ve ry much like to continue to work on BCG development for Montgomery Co., and t his pilot has 
been a good start. 

Please take a look and let us know where you'd like us to take this . 

Greg 

Greg Pond 
U.S. EPA Region III 
Office of Monitoring and Assessment 
Freshwater Biology Laboratory 
1060 Chapline St. 
Wheeling, WV 26003 
Ph: 304-234-0243 
pond.greg@epa.gov 
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From: Dolan, Mary [mailto:marv.dolan@montgomeryplanninq.org] 
Se nt: Monday, April 01, 2013 5:25 PM 
To: Jackson, Susank; Pond, Greg 
Cc: Symborski, Mark 
Subject: RE: Photos 

Susan-

I'm leaving soon, are you sending som ething today? I' ll either look at it later t his evening from home or early 

in t he morning. 

Mary 

From: Van Ness, Keith [mailto:Keith.VanNess@montgomervcountymd.gov] 
Se nt: Monday, April 01, 2013 4:55 PM 
To: Dolan, Mary; Jackson, Susank; Pond, Greg 
Cc: Curtis, Meosotis; Symborski, Mark 
Subject: RE: Photos 

Still alive. Still here! 

From: Dolan, Mary [mailto:mary.dolan@montgomeryplanning.org] 

Sent: Monday, April 01, 2013 4:54 PM 
To: Jackson, Susank; Van Ness, Keith; Pond, Greg 
Cc: Curtis, Meosotis; Symborski, Mark 
Subject: RE: Photos 

M ark and I are still in th e office. I don' t know about Keith. 

Mary 

From: Jackson, Susank [mailto:Jackson.Susank@epa.gov] 
Se nt: Monday, April 01, 2013 4:51 PM 
To: Van Ness, Keith; Pond, Greg 
Cc: Curtis, Meosotis; Dolan, Mary; Symborski, Mark 
Subject: RE: Photos 

Hello Keith and Mark, 

Greg and I are near finish with a ve ry rough draft of the report. Greg just had his phone lines taken down (repair work) 

so he is offline at the moment. We are writing up resu lts and at least bulleting key conclusions. 

I can send to you all shortly if you are still in office. Would like your feedback on whether we are heading in the right 

direction. Or, if too late, can send first thing in the morning. We plan to revise and clean up this very preliminary report 

before sending to you at end of the day tomorrow but wanted some initial feedback. 

Susan 

From: Van Ness, Keith [mailto:Keith.VanNess@montgomerycountymd.gov] 

Se nt: Monday, April 01, 2013 1:10PM 
To: Pond, Greg 
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Cc: Jackson, Susank; Curtis, Meosotis; Dolan, Mary; Symborski, Mark 
Subject: Photos 

Greg: 
Here are some stream stations- hopefully they are illustrative of different habitat conditions. BankOOl- urban stream, img0059- ag stream, hw308b- very nice stream, LSTM110 is a headwater stream in Ten M ile. 
Kei th 
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Jackson, Susank 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Cc: 
Subject: 
Attachments: 

Van Ness, Keith <Keith.VanNess@montgomerycountymd.gov> 
Tuesday, Apri l 02, 2013 2:53 PM 
Van Ness, Keith; Jackson, Susank; Pond, Greg; Dolan, Mary 
Symborski, Mark; Jeroen.Gerritsen@tetratech.com; Reynolds, Louis; Curtis, Meosotis 
RE: Some edits on draft report_wi ll follow up with Greg later this morning 
BCG report_rough draft_Apri l lKDV.docx 

To All: My last ed its- I d idn't find that a history of streams in the coun ty materially helped t he report- tried a short 
couple of paras. and thought it strayed from the content of the report. Also- provided a few possible examples of 
physiological stress observed in urban streams for Greg and Lou to consider. Look forward to the final report - you all 
are great and I hope this starts a BCG process for Maryland. 
Keith 

From: Van Ness, Keith 
Sent: Tuesday, April 02, 2013 1:45 PM 
To: 'Jackson, Susank'; Pond, Greg; Dolan, Mary 
Cc: Symborski, Mark; Jeroen.Gerritsen@tetratech.com; Reynolds, Louis; Curtis, Meosotis 
Subject: RE: Some edits on draft report_will follow up with Greg later this morning 

To All: Please see page 11 for a draft on the MoCo objectives- please edit as needed. It may be too wordy. 
Thanks 
Keith 

From: Jackson, Susank [mailto:Jackson.Susank@epa.gov] 
Sent: Tuesday, April 02, 2013 12:02 PM 
To: Van Ness, Keith; Pond, Greg; Dolan, Mary 
Cc: Symborski, Mark; Jeroen.Gerritsen@tetratech.com; Reynolds, Louis; Curtis, Meosotis 
Subject: RE: Some edits on draft report_will follow up with Greg later this morning 

NO, not too late. It is important that we hear f rom you re whether this report hits the spot as a prelim inary 
draft. Please take a look at resu lts and conclusions. 

Per Mary's request, we will work on graphics. 

Susan 

From: Van Ness, Keith [mailto :Keith.VanNess@montqomervcountymd.gov] 
Sent: Tuesday, April 02, 2013 11:16 AM 
To: Pond, Greg; Jackson, Susank; Dolan, Mary 
Cc: Symborski, Mark; Jeroen.Gerritsen@tetratech.com; Reynolds, Louis; Curtis, Meosotis 
Subject: RE: Some edits on draft report_will follow up with Greg later this morning 

To All: 

I too am feeling the effects of the tremendous need to provide information in a short time! Whew- but it is very 
rewarding at the same t ime to be able to produce something very useful and understandable at many leve ls in such a 
timely manner. Kudos to all of you! 



This is very interesting and also very useful in describing streams in the county. When we first created the index, we 

noted that there was a tight cluster of reference station b-ibi scores at the top of the scoring range. Almost 50% of the 

reference station scores scored between 36 to 40 points out of a possible 40 point maximum. After that- there was no 

other observable cluster of scores. So- in discussion with Wayne Davis- we viewed that top cluster as the 'best of the 

best' or 'excellent' . We trisected the remaining scores of 35 to 8 into the other narrative categories. 

I think that the BCG picked up on this trisection approach. The tier assignments improves the depiction of the decline in 

the biological community in a way that is complimentary to the 181 and also (I think) more sensitive to the 161 scoring 

ranges that we currently use. It would be good to continue with the 8CG development by using more data and see if 

this observation continues. 

I just got the draft document and will forward the report to Meo. Is it too late to review it? 

Exciting stuff. 

Thanks 
Keith 

From: Pond, Greg [mailto:Pond.Greq@epa.gov] 

Sent: Tuesday, April 02, 2013 9:27 AM 

To: Jackson, Susank; Dolan, Mary 
Cc: Symborski, Mark; Van Ness, Keith; Jeroen.Gerritsen@tetratech.com; Reynolds, Louis 

Subject: RE: Some edits on draft report_will follow up with Greg later this morning 

Something interesting to me (this is preliminary) is the relationship between tier assignments (e.g., averaged by 

converting 3- to 3.5, etc.) and Montgomery Co. B-181. A good relationship is seen with bugs (the 3 extra Sentinel sites 

are not included here) but in the high "good" part of the graph, the experts perceived a shift from 2.7 to almost 4. Food 

for thought. I will be looking at fish IBI next. 
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Greg Pond 
U.S. EPA Region III 
Office of Monitoring and Assessment 
Freshwater Biology Laboratory 
1060 Chapline S t. 
Wheeling , WV 26003 
Ph: 304-234-0243 
pond.greg@epa.gov 

From: Jackson, Susank 
Sent: Tuesday, April 02, 2013 8:57AM 
To: Pond, Greg; Dolan, Mary 

5 
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Cc: Symborski, Mark; Van Ness, Keith; Jeroen.Gerritsen@tetratech.com; Reynolds, Louis 
Subject: Some edits on draft report_will follow up with Greg later this morning 

• 
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Attached is a quick and dirty edited draft report- minor comments and an additional bullet for the conclusion. A few 
questions are in there for Greg or Keith. There are some placeholders for text to be added later today. 

Preliminary feedback is requested from Keith, Mark and Mary whether the content and format of this report is what is 
needed. If there are key points and recommendations from the workshop that are missing and you think are needed, 
please specify. I can prepare a couple of slides today using the photos Keith provided if that is of help. 

Also, supporting data for results needed to be added at some point, perhaps in appendix. For example, one of the results cites the before and after results for a few of the 10 mile sites. This additional work may need to be added following the initial draft to be provided to Montgomery County by COB today. 

Greg: I will follow up with you later this morning. 
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Susan 

From: Pond, Greg 
Sent: Monday, April 01, 2013 8:23 PM 

To: Dolan, Mary; Jackson, Susank 

Cc: Symborski, Mark; Van Ness, Keith; Jeroen.Gerritsen@tetratech.com; Reynolds, Louis 

Subject: Draft BCG report and Appendix B. 

Mary, Mark, and Keith: 

Attached is a rough draft report that Susan, Jeroen, and I have been working on. We basically ran out of steam for now, 

but will be interested in your feedback and additions that dovetai l into something meeting expectations for your hopes 

for a BCG and Tenmile Creek in particular. There are numerous placeholders for more information we need to flesh out 

(and Keith, you will see your name mentioned a few times and highlighted in yellow!). We think it would be great to 

have site photos across the tiers with description of impervious area, etc., and then photos of key indicator taxa (e.g., 

Attributes 1-111). 

This has been a very interesting BCG exercise but we've never had to turn something around in a just a few days time 

like this. We would very much like to continue to work on BCG development for Montgomery Co., and this pilot has 

been a good start. 

Please take a look and let us know where you'd like us to take this. 

Greg 

Greg Pond 

U.S. EPA Region III 

Office of Monitoring and Assessment 

Freshwater Bio logy Laboratory 

1060 Chapline St. 

Wheeling. WV 26003 

Ph: 304-234-0243 

pond.greg@epa.gov 

From: Dolan, Mary [mailto:marv.dolan@montqomeryplanninq.org) 

Sent: Monday, April 01, 2013 5:25 PM 

To: Jackson, Susank; Pond, Greg 

Cc: Symborski, Mark 
Subject: RE: Photos 

Susan-

I'm leaving soon, are you sending someth ing today? I' ll either look at it later this evening from home o r early 

in the morning. 

Mary 

From: Van Ness, Keith [ ma ilto: Keith. Van Ness@montqomerycountvmd .qov] 

Sent: Monday, April 01, 2013 4:55 PM 

To: Dolan, Mary; Jackson, Susank; Pond, Greg 
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Cc: Curtis/ Meosotis; Symborski1 Mark 
Subject: RE: Photos 

Still alive. Still here! 

From: Dolan1 Mary [mailto:marv.dolan@montqomeryplanninq.org] 
Sent: Monday, April 01, 2013 4:54 PM 
To: Jackson, Susank; Van Ness, Keith; Pond, Greg 
Cc: Curtis, Meosotis; Symborski1 Mark 
Subject: RE: Photos 

Mark and I are still in the office. I don't know about Keith. 

Mary 

From: Jackson/ Susank [mailto:Jackson.Susank@epa.gov] 
Sent: Monday, April 01, 2013 4:51 PM 
To: Van Ness, Keith; Pond/ Greg 
Cc: Curtis, Meosotis; Dolan1 Mary; Symborski1 Mark 
Subject: RE: Photos 

Hello Keith and Mark, 

Greg and I are near finish with a very rough draft of the report. Greg just had his phone lines taken down (repair work) so he is offline at the moment. We are writing up results and at least bulleting key conclusions. 

I can send to you all shortly if you are still in office. Would like yourfeedback on whether we are heading in the right direction. Or, if too late, can send first thing in the morning. We plan to revise and clean up this very preliminary report before sending to you at end of the day tomorrow but wanted some initial feedback. 

Susan 

From: Van Ness, Keith [mailto:Keith.VanNess@montqomerycountvmd.gov] Sent: Monday, April 011 2013 1:10PM 
To: Pond, Greg 
Cc: Jackson, Susank; Curtis, Meosotis; Dolan, Mary; Symborski, Mark 
Subject: Photos 

Greg: 
Here are some stream stations- hopefu lly they are illustrative of different habitat conditions. Bank001 - urban stream, img0059- ag stream, hw308b - very nice stream, LSTM110 is a headwater stream in Ten Mile. 
Keith 
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Jackson, Susank 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

Susan: 

Van Ness, Keith < Keith.VanNess@montgomerycountymd.gov> 
Tuesday, April 02, 2013 3:15 PM 
Jackson, Susank 
RE: Some ed its on draft report_will follow up with Greg later this morning 

I apologize! This wen t to my overflow folder and I did not see it until just now. Hopefully, my edits did not cause more stress to you all. 

From : Jackson, Susank [mailto:Jackson.Susank@epa.gov] 
Sent: Tuesday, April 02, 2013 1:06 PM 
To: Van Ness, Keith 
Subject: FW: Some edits on draft report_will follow up with Greg later this morning 

If not too late, can you finish your review on the attached, a slightly updated version of the report? 

If not, no worry. I can transcribe. Please note the additional bullet I added to the conclusion. 

Susan 

From: Jackson, Susank 
Sent: Tuesday, April 02, 2013 8:57AM 
To: Pond, Greg; Dolan, Mary 
Cc: Symborski, Mark; Van Ness, Keith ; Jeroen.Gerritsen@tetratech.com; Reynolds, Louis Subject: Some edits on draft report_will follow up with Greg later this morning 

Attached is a quick and dirty edited draft report- minor comments and an additional bullet for the conclusion. A few questions are in there for Greg or Keith. There are some placeholders for text to be added later today. 

Preliminary feedback is requested from Keith, Mark and Mary whether the content and format of this report is what is needed. If there are key points and recommendations from the workshop that are missing and you think are needed, please specify. I can prepare a couple of slides today using the photos Keith provided if that is of help. 

Also, supporting data for results needed to be added at some point, perhaps in appendix. For example, one of the results cites the before and after results for a few of the 10 mile sites. This additional work may need to be added following the initial draft to be provided to Montgomery County by COB today. 

Greg: I will follow up with you later this morning. 

Susan 

From: Pond, Greg 
Sent: Monday, April 01, 2013 8:23 PM 
To: Dolan, Mary; Jackson, Susank 
Cc: Symborski, Mark; Van Ness, Keith; Jeroen.Gerritsen@tetratech.com; Reynolds, Louis Subject: Draft BCG report and Appendix B. 

Mary, Mark, and Keith: 



Attached is a rough draft report that Susan, Jeroen, and I have been working on. We basically ran out of steam for now, 

but will be interested in your feedback and additions that dovetail into something meeting expectations for your hopes 

for a BCG and Tenmi le Creek in particu lar. There are numerous placeholders for more information we need to flesh out 

(and Keith, you will see your name mentioned a few times and highlighted in yellow!). We think it would be great to 

have site photos across the t iers with description of impervious area, etc., and then photos of key indicator taxa (e.g., 

Attributes 1-111). 

This has been a very interesting BCG exercise but we've never had to turn something around in a just a few days time 

like this. We would very much like to continue to work on BCG development for Montgomery Co., and this pilot has 

been a good start. 

Please take a look and let us know where you'd like us to take th is. 

Greg 

Greg Pond 

U.S. EPA Region III 

Office of Monitoring and Assessment 

Freshwater Biology Laboratory 

1060 Chapline St. 

Wheel ing, WV 26003 

Ph: 304-234-0243 

pond.greg@epa.gov 

From: Dolan, Mary [mailto:mary.dolan@montgomervplanning.org] 

Sent: Monday, April 01, 2013 5:25 PM 

To: Jackson, Susank; Pond, Greg 

Cc: Symborski, Mark 
Subject: RE: Photos 

Susan-

I'm leaving soon, are you sending som ething today? I'l l either look at it later this evening from home or early 

in the morning. 

Mary 

From: Van Ness, Keith [mailto:Keith.VanNess@montgomerycountvmd.gov] 

Sent: Monday, April 01, 2013 4:55PM 

To: Dolan, Mary; Jackson, Susank; Pond, Greg 

Cc: Curtis, Meosotis; Symborski, Mark 

Subject: RE: Photos 

Sti ll alive. Still here! 

From: Dolan, Mary [mailto:mary.dolan@montgomeryplanning.org] 

Sent: Monday, April 01, 2013 4:54 PM 

To: Jackson, Susank; Van Ness, Keith; Pond, Greg 

Cc: Curtis, Meosotis; Symborski, Mark 

Subject: RE: Photos 
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Mark and I are still in the office. I don't know about Kei t h. 

Mary 

From: Jackson, Susank [mailto :Jackson.Susank@epa.gov] 
Sent: Monday, April 01, 2013 4:51 PM 
To: Van Ness, Keith; Pond, Greg 
Cc: Curtis, Meosotis; Dolan, Mary; Symborski, Mark 
Subject: RE: Photos 

Hello Keith and Mark, 

Greg and I are near finish with a very rough draft of the report. Greg just had his phone lines taken down (repair work) 
so he is offline at the moment. We are writing up results and at least bulleting key conclusions. 

I can send to you all short ly if you are still in office. Would like your feedback on whether we are heading in the right 
direction. Or, if too late, can send first thing in the morning. We plan to revise and clean up this very pre liminary report 
before sending to you at end of the day tomorrow but wanted some initia l feedback. 

Susan 

From: Van Ness, Keith [mailto:Keith.VanNess@montgomerycountymd.gov] 
Sent: Monday, April 01, 2013 1:10PM 
To: Pond, Greg 
Cc: Jackson, Susank; Curtis, Meosotis; Dolan, Mary; Symborski, Mark 
Subject: Photos 

Greg: 
Here are some stream stations- hopefully they are illustrative of different habitat conditions. BankOOl- urban stream, 
img0059- ag stream, hw308b- very nice stream, LSTMllO is a headwater stream in Ten Mile. 
Keith 
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Jackson, Susank 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Cc: 
Subject: 

Susan and Greg: 

Van Ness, Keith < Keith.VanNess@montgomerycountymd.gov> 
Wednesday, April 03, 2013 9:22 AM 
Jackson, Susank; Dolan, Mary; Pond, Greg 
Symborski, Mark; Jeroen.Gerritsen@tetratech.com; Reynolds, Louis 
RE: Please confirm you received the email with attachments 

I received it- just got in the office to fi nd it in my in box. I look forward to read ing it. 
Thanks all 
Keith 

From: Jackson, Susank [mailto:Jackson.Susank@epa.gov] 
Sent: Wednesday, April 03, 2013 9:17AM 
To: Dolan, Mary; Pond, Greg 
Cc: Symborski, Mark; Van Ness, Keith; Jeroen.Gerritsen@tetratech.com; Reynolds, Louis 
Subject: Please confirm you received the email with attachments 

I had a horrendous tussle with Workplace trying to get the draft report and attachments sent - took me 25 minutes to get this down between the system freezing and booting me out. 

Please confirm if you have received the report and successful in opening. 

Susan Jackson 

From: Jackson, Susank 
Sent: Wednesday, April 03, 2013 9:14 AM 
To: Dolan, Mary; Pond, Greg 
Cc: Symborski, Mark; Van Ness, Keith; Jeroen.Gerritsen@tetratech.com; Reynolds, Louis 
Subject: Draft Report and attachments 

Good morning. Attached is the draft report with two attachments (BCG and IBI comparison and Appendix B). 

The report is preliminary. Your review comments are requested. We would like to finalize this report over the next month based on review by you and by the panelists. 

Keith - can you review this report with a focus on the results and conclusions, provide us comments and then we can send to the expert panel for their review. Please email directly to Greg Pond and cc me. Greg is the "go to" technical person for this effort. 

Both Greg and I will be available by email today if there are any changes or questions any of you on this draft. You may have some questions, edits or requests for further information for your meeting with the planning board tomorrow. 

One last thing: If I recall correctly, there is a meeting next week. If you need a more final document by next week, please let us know. We can get the current draft cleaned abit more as well as the attachment formatted and incorporated directly into the body of the report. We would just need to know the timeframe. 

Susan Jackson 
US EPA Biological Criteria Program 
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Jackson, Susank 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Cc: 
Subject: 

Van Ness, Keith <Keith.VanNess@montgomerycountymd.gov> 
Wednesday, April 03, 2013 9:47 AM 
Pond, Greg; Dolan, Mary; Jackson, Susank 
Symborski, Mark; Jeroen.Gerri tsen@tetratech.com; Reynolds, Louis 
RE: Please confirm you received the email with attachments 

If I can help let me know -I think you and Susan have earned several weeks of well deserved rest. Again- thanks for all of this work- the report exceeds everything that I had hoped for! 
Thanks 
Keith 

From : Pond, Greg [mailto:Pond.Greg@epa.gov] 
Sent: Wednesday, April 03, 2013 9:43AM 
To: Dolan, Mary; Jackson, Susank 
Cc: Symborski, Mark; Van Ness, Keith; Jeroen.Gerritsen@tetratech.com; Reynolds, Louis Subject: RE: Please confirm you received the email with attachments 

Mary, within the powerpoint sent (tit led BCG and IBI correspondence) there is text describing aspects of TenMile Creek in relation to others (slides 3-5). If viewed as a sl ide show, the notes will not appear. Also in the conclusion of the report, I think bullet further 5 describes some rationale and evidence of why TMC is important and shou ld be careful ly planned. We intend to incorporate info from the data in the powerpoint slides into the report soon. Without a map, none of us ever saw the spatial context of where the 3 TMC sites were loca ted (or any reach habitat or water chemistry data ) so what we have elaborated upon is fairly basic (and without describing to you individual species level info filled with aquatic ecology jargon). 

This is a final draft for now and we will send it out to all of the panelists for critical review. We will not be sending you any revisions until we've made them based on experts' review. We would like to add a lot more detail on TMC, but we as authors just didn't have anything else to go on from the quick workshop last week. At some point, it would be good to analyze data from several more subwatersheds within TMC to get a more complete picture. 

Greg Pond 
U.S. EPA Region III 
Office of Monitoring and Assessment 
Freshwater Biology Laboratory 
1060 Chap line St. 
Wheeling, WV 26003 
Ph: 304-234-0243 
pond.greg@epa.gov 

From: Dolan, Mary [mailto:marv.dolan@montqomervplanning.org] 
Sent: Wednesday, April 03, 2013 9:24 AM 
To: Jackson, Susank; Pond, Greg 
Cc: Symborski, Mark; Van Ness, Keith; Jeroen.Gerritsen@tetratech.com; Reynolds, Louis Subject: RE: Please confirm you received the email with attachments 

I got it. Is this the final for now? 



Please remember that the immediate use of this report {for Planning staff) is to understand the quality of the 

Ten Mile Creek sites in relation to the other sites and their place on the BCG. While I will be attaching the 

report, I only have one small paragraph relating to Ten Mile Creek from the report. I can prepare a map 

showing the location of the sites that were eva luated in the watershed, but I would like you to place the sites 

on the BCG continuum. 

Can you elaborate a little on conditions in TMC and the differences between the mainstem sites 303band 304 

and the King Tributary? You can do this outside the report. 

Mary 

From: Jackson, Susank [mailto:Jackson.Susank@epa.gov) 

Se nt: Wednesday, April 03, 2013 9:17AM 

To: Dolan, Mary; Pond, Greg 

Cc: Symborski, Mark; Van Ness, Keith; Jeroen.Gerritsen@tetratech.com; Reynolds, Louis 

Subject: Please confirm you received the email with attachments 

I had a horrendous tussle with Workplace trying to get the draft report and attachments sent - took me 25 minutes to get 

this down between the system freezing and booting me out. 

Please confirm if you have received the report and successful in opening. 

Susan Jackson 

From: Jackson, Susank 

Se nt: Wednesday, April 03, 2013 9:14AM 

To: Dolan, Mary; Pond, Greg 

Cc: Symborski, Mark; Van Ness, Keith; Jeroen.Gerritsen@tetratech.com; Reynolds, Louis 

Subject: Draft Report and attachments 

Good morning. Attached is the draft report with two attachments (BCG and IBI comparison and Appendix B). 

The report is preliminary. Your review comments are requested. We would like to finalize this report over the next 

month based on review by you and by the panelists. 

Keith - can you review this report with a focus on the results and conclusions, provide us comments and then we can 

send to the expert panel for their review. Please email directly to Greg Pond and cc me. Greg is the "go to" technical 

person for this effort. 

Both Greg and I will be available by email today if there are any changes or questions any of you on this draft. You may 

have some questions, edits or requests for further information for your meeting with the planning board tomorrow. 

One last thing: If I recall correctly, there is a meeting next week. If you need a more final document by next week, 

please let us know. We can get the current draft cleaned abit more as well as the attachment formatted and 

incorporated directly into the body of the report. We would just need to know the timeframe. 

Susan Jackson 
US EPA Biological Criteria Program 
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Jackson, Susank 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Cc: 
Subject: 
Attachments: 

Hi Susan: 

Van Ness, Keith < Keith.VanNess@montgomerycountymd.gov> 
Wednesday, April 03, 2013 11:44 AM 
Jackson, Susank; Dolan, Mary; Pond, Greg; Symborski, Mark 
Jeroen.Gerritsen@tetratech.com; Reynolds, Louis 
RE: Helps if I add the slides 
Hydropsych idaeJpg 

For the last slide- how about a rat-tailed maggot, Hexatoma sp. or Cheumatopsyche sp.? They can be found in nasty 
streams. Greg- what do you think? The rat tailed maggot makes quite an impression! Otherwise - the photos are very 
good! Attached is a clipped image of a Hydropsychidae larva. 
Keith 

From: Jackson, Susank [mailto:Jackson.Susank@epa.gov] 
Sent: Tuesday, April 02, 2013 6:10PM 
To: Jackson, Susank; Dolan, Mary; Pond, Greg; Symborski, Mark; Van Ness, Keith 
Cc: Jeroen.Gerritsen@tetratech.com; Reynolds, Louis 
Subject: Helps if I add the slides 

From: Jackson, Susank 
Sent: Tuesday, April 02, 2013 6:08 PM 
To: 'Dolan, Mary'; Pond, Greg; 'Symborski, Mark'; 'Van Ness, Keith' 
Cc: 'Jeroen.Gerritsen@tetratech.com'; Reynolds, Louis 
Subject: BCG slides tailored for Mo Co. 

Mary- I just saw your email about report first thing tomorrow with graphics. Neither Greg or I are adept at adding 
graphics to the report without throwing off the formatting. We can get help on this tomorrow. There are some graphics 
in the report now but not the photos like these slides that show degradation along the gradient. However, if you like the 
story these slides commun icate, we can get them included in the repo rt tomorrow. You can also print them out as 
handouts, two per page, and insert them into the report. There are some more figures and graphs that Gregg is working 
on but will likely not be ready for tomorrow. They will be by next week though. 

Greg and Keith: Please take a look at these, there are some notes in the note pages and a question for you both re the 
last slide which sure looks like a BCG level 6 to me--- and I would not expect fish in there. Greg, I know you thought we 
could combine both 5 and 6 but can you take a second look? 

The petri plates are from a Maine, but the expectations for Mo Co would be similar, I think. Perhaps we can do some 
photos of actual piedmont invertebrates in petri plates for the final report. 

Keith- we are literally throwing this document together and have had no rea l time to think and consult. If there are 
other photos you prefer, feel free to replace the existing ones. 

Susan 



From: Jackson, Susank 
Se nt: Tuesday, April 02, 2013 2:14 PM 
To: Dolan, Mary; Pond, Greg; Symborski, Mark; Van Ness, Keith 

Cc: Jeroen.Gerritsen@tetratech.com; Reynolds, Louis; Pond, Greg 

Subject: Some BCG slides that may be useful 

Mary, Mark and Keith: 

Attached are some slides from previous use that you may find appropriate. Maine info and photos are shown but the 

basic info is relevant to Montgomery County (Mo Co). We can also replace and modify with Mo Co photos and 

examples. 

Please take a look and let me know what might be useful. You are certainly welcome to extract what you want right 

now. 

Two of the slides have animation (17 and last one}. 

Susan 

From: Jackson, Susank 
Sent: Tuesday, April 02, 2013 8:57 AM 
To: Pond, Greg; Dolan, Mary 
Cc: Symborski, Mark; Van Ness, Keith; Jeroen.Gerritsen@tetratech.com; Reynolds, Louis 

Subject: Some edits on draft report_will follow up with Greg later this morning 

Attached is a quick and dirty edited draft report- minor comments and an additional bullet for the conclusion. A few 

questions are in there for Greg or Keith. There are some placeholders for text to be added later today. 

Preliminary feedback is requested from Keith, Mark and Mary whether the content and format of this report is what is 

needed. If there are key points and recommendations from the workshop that are missing and you think are needed, 

please specify. I can prepare a couple of slides today using the photos Keith provided if that is of help. 

Also, supporting data for results needed to be added at some point, perhaps in appendix. For example, one of the results 

cites the before and after results for a few of the 10 mile sites. This additional work may need to be added following the 

initial draft to be provided to Montgomery County by COB today. 

Greg: I will follow up with you later this morning. 

Susan 

From: Pond, Greg 
Sent: Monday, April 01, 2013 8:23 PM 

To: Dolan, Mary; Jackson, Susank 
Cc : Symborski, Mark; Van Ness, Keith; Jeroen.Gerritsen@tetratech.com; Reynolds, Louis 

Subject: Draft BCG report and Appendix B. 

Mary, Mark, and Keith: 

Attached is a rough draft report that Susan, Jeroen, and I have been working on. We basical ly ran out of steam for now, 

but will be interested in your feedback and additions that dovetail into something meeting expectations for your hopes 

for a BCG and Tenmile Creek in particular. There are numerous placeholders for more information we need to flesh out 

(and Keith, you will see your name ment ioned a few t imes and highlighted in yellow!}. We think it would be great to 
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have site photos across the tiers with description of impervious area, etc., and then photos of key indicator taxa (e.g., 
Attributes 1-111). 

This has been a very interesting BCG exercise but we've never had to turn something around in a just a few days time 
like this. We would very much like to continue to work on BCG development for Montgomery Co., and th is pi lot has 
been a good start. 

Please take a look and let us know where you'd like us to take this. 

Greg 

Greg Pond 
U.S. EPA Region III 
Office of Monitoring and Assessment 
Freshwater Biology Laboratory 
1060 Chapline St. 
Wheeling. WV 26003 
Ph: 304-234-0243 
pond.greg@epa.gov 

From: Dolan, Mary [mailto:mary.dolan@montgomervplanning.org] 
Sent: Monday, April 01, 2013 5:25 PM 
To: Jackson, Susank; Pond, Greg 
Cc: Symborski, Mark 
Subject: RE: Photos 

Susan-

I' m leaving soon, are you sending som ething today? I' ll either look at it later this evening from home or early 
in the morning. 

Mary 

From : Van Ness, Keith [mailto:Keith.VanNess@montgomerycountymd.gov] 
Sent: Monday, April 01, 2013 4:55 PM 
To: Dolan, Mary; Jackson, Susank; Pond, Greg 
Cc: Curtis, Meosotis; Symborski, Mark 
Subject: RE: Photos 

Still alive. Still here! 

From: Dolan, Mary [mailto:mary.dolan@montqomeryplanninq.org] 
Sent: Monday, April 01, 2013 4:54PM 
To: Jackson, Susank; Van Ness, Keith; Pond, Greg 
Cc: Curtis, Meosotis; Symborski, Mark 
Subject: RE: Photos 

Mark and I are sti ll in the office. I don't know about Keith. 

Mary 
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From: Jackson, Susank [mailto:Jackson.Susank@epa.gov] 

Sent: Monday, April 01, 2013 4:51 PM 

To: Van Ness, Keith; Pond, Greg 
Cc: Curtis, Meosotis; Dolan, Mary; Symborski, Mark 

Subject: RE: Photos 

Hello Keith and Mark, 

Greg and I are near finish with a very rough draft of the report. Greg just had his phone lines taken down (repa ir work) 

so he is offline at the moment. We are writing up results and at least bulleting key conclusions. 

I can send to you all shortly if you are still in office. Would like your feedback on whether we are heading in the right 

direction. Or, if too late, can send first thing in the morning. We plan to revise and clean up this very preliminary report 

before sending to you at end of the day tomorrow but wanted some initial feedback. 

Susan 

From: Van Ness, Keith [mailto:Keith.VanNess@montqomervcountvmd.gov] 

Sent: Monday, April 01, 2013 1:10PM 

To: Pond, Greg 
Cc: Jackson, Susank; Curtis, Meosotis; Dolan, Mary; Symborski, Mark 

Subject: Photos 

Greg: 

Here are some stream stations- hopefully they are illustrative of different habitat conditions. BankOOl- urban stream, 

img0059- ag stream, hw308b- very nice stream, LSTMllO is a headwater stream in Ten Mile. 

Keith 
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Jackson, Susank 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Cc: 
Subject: 
Attachments: 

Susan: 

Van Ness, Keith <Keith.VanNess@montgomerycountymd.gov> 
Wednesday, April 03, 2013 2:24 PM 
Jackson, Susank; Pond, Greg 
St. John, Jennifer; Dolan, Mary 
Stat ion locations 
Station locations.xlsx 

Here is a spreadsheet with the locations of the different samples- including the ones for pre and post development. 
Jenny St. John is also making a map showing where the stations plot in the County. We'll be sending you a jpg within the 
hour. You could use the map in your powerpoint presentation- someone wi ll be able to look at the map and intuitively 
get a sense of the disturbance in the station drainage area. Please let me know if we need to try and rate level of 
disturbance for each station as Mary requested originally. My opinion is that may best be done by the expert panel­
certainly we have comments from them during the rating review about apparent disturbance based on the biological 
community. 

Thanks 
Keith 





Jackson, Susank 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

Yes! 

Van Ness, Keith <Keith.VanNess@montgomerycountymd.gov> 
Wednesday, April 03, 2013 2:57 PM 
Jackson, Susank; Pond, Greg 
RE: How about this one? slide #2 

From: Jackson, Susank [mailto:Jackson.Susank@epa.gov] 
Sent: Wednesday, April 03, 2013 2:30PM 
To: Van Ness, Keith; Pond, Greg 
Subject: How about this one? slide # 2 

From: Van Ness, Keith [mailto:Keith.VanNess@montgomerycountymd.gov] 
Sent: Wednesday, April 03, 2013 2:24 PM 
To: Jackson, Susank; Pond, Greg 
Cc: St. John, Jennifer; Dolan, Mary 
Subject: Station locations 

Susan: 

Here is a spreadsheet with the locations of the different samples- including the ones for pre and post development. 
Jenny St. John is also making a map showing where the stations plot in the County. We'll be sending you a jpg within the 
hour. You could use the map in your powerpoint presentation- someone will be able to look at the map and intuitively 
get a sense of the disturbance in the station drainage area. Please let me know if we need to try and rate level of 
disturbance for each station as Mary requested originally. My opinion is that may best be done by the expert panel­
certainly we have comments from them during the rating review about apparent disturbance based on the biological 
community. 

Thanks 

Keith 





Jackson, Susank 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Cc: 
Subject: 

Hi Greg: 

Van Ness, Keith < Keith.VanNess@montgomerycountymd.gov> 
Wednesday, April 03, 2013 3:41 PM 
Pond, Greg; Jackson, Susank 
St. John, Jennifer 
RE: Station locations 

I'll get the imperviousness for the sites- although one problem would be ensuring the year of the land use coverage matches the monitoring was done- we will work on that. I can get rhab and physchem- no problem on that. Not as great a task as you may think! Jenny- do you think that Adam can get impervious surface% for us? He can pick his choice of stations to do field work if he can! 

I agree that the draft report and all attachments (and ppts} should get out to the panelists real soon- a one week turn around may be tough but letting them know that at a minimum their review of the results and conclusions in the report is needed by the weeks time may keep their stress levels to a manageable level. I will get any other feedback to you asap but I hope that the primary customer for you becomes the state folks! 

Thanks 
Keith 

From: Pond, Greg [mailto:Pond.Greg@epa.gov] 
Sent: Wednesday, April 03, 2013 3:11 PM 
To: Van Ness, Keith; Jackson, Susank 
Subject: RE: Station locations 

Thanks Keith, and looking forward to the map. 

I would say having a fairly precise measure of land covers (incl. impervious surface), RBP habitat metrics, and any water quality (pH, DO, conductivity} would be helpful to put into a principle components analysis (PCA) that derives sort of an aggregate stressor gradient (i.e., using PCA axis 1). We did something like that in PA to refine attributes and I use PCA a lot to make synthetic catch-all disturbance gradients. But the BCG tier level could be easily regressed along the PCA disturbance gradient. There we could see "dose response", but we would want to also correlate tier assignments to individual measures of %impervious, and indiv. habitat metrics too. If I had all of those data, I would jump into it. Getting your GIS folks willing to run that many sites for land cover and you extracting wq and habitat data for all sites would quite a task but necessary. 

Last, what do you think Keith about sending this draft report and all the attachments including the ppts to all of the panelists in the next couple of days with, say, a week turnaround time? But before sending to them, Susan and I would really like any review feedback from you for the various pieces of the report. You're our primary customer on the technical side of this. 

Bet you'd rather be out in the field sampl ing today ;o} 

Greg Pond 
U.S. EPA Region III 
Office of Monitoring and Assessment 
Freshwater Biology Laboratory 



1060 Chapline St. 

Wheeling, WV 26003 

Ph: 304-234-0243 

pond.greg@epa.gov 

From: Van Ness, Keith [mailto:Keith.VanNess@montgomerycountymd.gov] 

Sent: Wednesday, April 03, 2013 2:24PM 

To: Jackson, Susank; Pond, Greg 

Cc: St. John, Jennifer; Dolan, Mary 

Subject: Station locations 

Susan: 

Here is a spreadsheet with the locations of the different samples - including the ones for pre and post development. 

Jenny St. John is also making a map showing where the stations plot in the County. We'll be send ing you a jpg within the 

hour. You could use the map in your powerpoint presentation- someone will be able to look at the map and intuitively 

get a sense of the disturbance in the station drainage area. Please let me know if we need to try and rate level of 

disturbance for each station as Mary requested originally. My opin ion is that may best be done by the expert panel­

certainly we have comments from them during the rating review about apparent disturbance based on the biological 

community. 

Thanks 
Keith 
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Jackson, Susank 

From: 
Sent: 

Van Ness, Keith < Keith.VanNess@montgomerycountymd.gov> 
Friday, April 05, 2013 11:26 AM 

To: Dolan, Mary; Jackson, Susank 
Cc: Pond, Greg 
Subject: RE: See slide number 2 for 10 Mile Creek Sites 

That's good! We could do it but it would take some time. 

From: Dolan, Mary [mailto:mary.dolan@montgomeryplanning.org] 
Se nt: Thursday, April 04, 2013 4:43 PM 
To: Jackson, Susank; Van Ness, Keith 
Cc: Pond, Greg 
Subject: RE: See slide number 2 for 10 Mile Creek Sites 

It's probably not necessary unless it is easy to prepare. 

From: Jackson, Susank [mailto:Jackson.Susank@epa.gov] 
Sent: Thursday, April 04, 2013 4:41 PM 
To: Dolan, Mary; Van Ness, Keith 
Cc: Pond, Greg 
Subject: RE: See slide number 2 for 10 Mile Creek Sites 

Hello Mary, 

I am guessing you are asking for photos and highlight for BCG level 3 since we show a level 2 and then 4 and then 6 but no 1 or 5 The intent was to show the range of change in biota and sites with the materials that we had availab le. We used petri plate slide photos that we had in stock, which were these levels (approximately 2, 4, 6). 

If you would like a photo and graphics put together that include level 3, that could probably be done by working with Keith and digging into their sample vials. But, I am not sure if the Mo Co biological assessment program has the photo capability to do petri plate photos. 

Keith- what do you think? 

Greg, any thoughts on your part? Do you have photo capability at your lab? 

Susan 

From: Dolan, Mary [mailto:marv.dolan@montqomeryplanning.org] 
Sent: Thursday, April 04, 2013 4:27 PM 
To: Jackson, Susank 
Subject: RE: See slide number 2 for 10 Mile Creek Sites 

What about tier 3? 

From: Jackson, Susank [mailto:Jackson.Susank@epa.gov] 
Sent: Wednesday, April 03, 2013 2:52PM 
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To: Dolan, Mary 
Cc: Van Ness, Keith; Pond, Greg 

Subject: See slide number 2 for 10 Mile Creek Sites 

I spoke with Greg and Keith. Additiona l graphs can be developed over next several days to portray 10 Mile Creek 

position within full data site. What I did here was a simple mapping of the three Ten Mi le Creek sites on the BCG. King 

Street is a first order tributary and there was no fish da ta, so invert result only. The sites above and below Old Baltimore 

Road are averaged fish and invert. I hope this graphic is not too simplistic. Revise as you wish recolors and 

adding/deleting text. 

There were no other Ten Mile Creek Sites evaluated, but the group hoped to do more in the future. 

Susan 

From: Dolan, Mary [mailto:marv.dolan@montgomeryplanning.org) 

Sent: Wednesday, April 03, 2013 12:16 PM 

To: Jackson, Susank 
Subject: RE: Please confirm you received the email with attachments 

The BCG graphic would be helpful. Thanks. 

From: Jackson, Susank [mailto:Jackson.Susank@epa.gov] 

Se nt: Wednesday, April 03, 2013 12:14 PM 

To: Dolan, Mary; Van Ness, Keith; Pond, Greg 

Cc: Symborski, Mark; Reynolds, Louis 

Subject: RE: Please confirm you received the email with attachments 

Hello, I just got out of a long meeting and catching up on emails. 

The slides in the BCG/IBI comparison show where the 10 Mile Creek slides fall- recalling from memory, they were in a 

good qual ity category. 

There is text in the report that discusses 10 mile creek sites including the potentia l fo r reintroduction of brook trout. 

I can place the 10 mile creek sites on a BCG graphic if you would like. Let me know. 

Susan 

From: Dolan, Mary [mailto:marv.dolan@montgomeryplanning.org] 

Se nt: Wednesday, April 03, 2013 10:15 AM 

To: Van Ness, Keith; Pond, Greg; Jackson, Susank 

Cc: Symborski, Mark; Jeroen.Gerritsen@tetratech.com; Reynolds, Louis 

Subje ct: RE: Please confirm you received the email with attachments 

Thanks- I will see what I can pull from the slides. 

Mary 
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From: Van Ness, Keith [mailto:Keith.VanNess@montgomervcountymd.gov] 
Sent: Wednesday, April 03, 2013 9:47 AM 
To: Pond, Greg; Dolan, Mary; Jackson, Susank 
Cc: Symborski, Mark; Jeroen.Gerritsen@tetratech.com; Reynolds, Louis 
Subject: RE: Please confirm you received the email with attachments 

If I can help let me know- I think you and Susan have earned several weeks of well deserved rest. Again- thanks 
for all of this work- the report exceeds everything that I had hoped for! 
Thanks 
Ke ith 

From: Pond, Greg [mailto:Pond.Greg@epa.gov] 
Sent: Wednesday, April 03, 2013 9:43AM 
To: Dolan, Mary; Jackson, Susank 
Cc: Symborski, Mark; Van Ness, Keith; Jeroen.Gerritsen@tetratech.com; Reynolds, Louis 
Subject: RE: Please confirm you received the email with attachments 

Mary, within the powerpoint sent (titled BCG and 181 correspondence) there is text describing aspects of TenMile Creek 
in relation to others (slides 3-5). If viewed as a slide show, the notes will not appear. Also in the conclusion of the 
report, I think bullet further 5 describes some rationale and evidence of why TMC is important and should be carefully 
planned. We intend to incorporate info from the data in the powerpoint sl ides into the report soon. Without a map, 
none of us ever saw the spatial context of where the 3 TMC sites were loca ted (or any reach habitat or water chemistry 
data ) so what we have elaborated upon is fairly basic (and without describing to you individual species level info filled 
with aquatic ecology jargon). 

This is a final draft for now and we will send it out to all of the panelists for critical review. We will not be sending you 
any revisions until we've made them based on experts' review. We would like to add a lot more detail on TMC, but we 
as authors just didn't have anything else to go on from the quick workshop last week. At some point, it would be good 
to analyze data from several more subwatersheds within TMC to get a more complete picture. 

Greg Pond 
U.S. EPA Region III 
Office of Monitoring and Assessment 
Freshwater Biology Laboratory 
1060 Chapl ine St. 
Wheeling, WV 26003 
Ph: 304-234-0243 
pond.greg@epa.gov 

From: Dolan, Mary [mailto:mary.dolan@montqomeryplanninq.org] 
Sent: Wednesday, April 03, 2013 9:24 AM 
To: Jackson, Susank; Pond, Greg 
Cc: Symborski, Mark; Van Ness, Keith; Jeroen.Gerritsen@tetratech.com; Reynolds, Louis 
Subject: RE: Please confirm you received the email with attachments 

I got it. Is this the final for now? 

Please remember that the immediate use of thi s report (fo r Planning staff) is to understand the quality of the 
Ten Mile Creek sites in relation to the other sites and their place on the BCG. While I wi ll be attaching the 
report, I only have one smal l paragraph relating to Ten Mile Creek from the report. I can prepare a map 
showing the location of the sites that were evaluated in the watershed, but I would like you to place the sites 
on the BCG continuum. 

3 



Can you elaborate a little on condi tions in TMC and the differences between the mainstem sites 303band 304 

and the King Tributary? You can do this outside the report. 

Mary 

From: Jackson, Susank [mailto:Jackson.Susank@epa.gov] 

Sent: Wednesday, April 03, 2013 9:17AM 

To: Dolan, Mary; Pond, Greg 
Cc: Symborski, Mark; Van Ness, Keith; Jeroen.Gerritsen@tetratech.com; Reynolds, Louis 

Subject: Please confirm you received the email with attachments 

I had a horrendous tussle with Workplace trying to get the draft report and attachments sent - took me 25 minutes to get 

this down between the system freezing and booting me out. 

Please confirm if you have received the report and successful in opening. 

Susan Jackson 

From: Jackson, Susank 
Sent: Wednesday, April 03, 2013 9:14AM 
To: Dolan, Mary; Pond, Greg 
Cc: Symborski, Mark; Van Ness, Keith; Jeroen.Gerritsen@tetratech.com; Reynolds, Louis 

Subject: Draft Report and attachments 

Good morning. Attached is the draft report with two attachments (BCG and IBI comparison and Appendix B). 

The report is preliminary. Your review comments are requested. We would like to finalize this report over the next 

month based on review by you and by the panelists. 

Keith - can you review this report with a focus on the results and conclusions, provide us comments and then we can 

send to the expert panel for their review. Please email directly to Greg Pond and cc me. Greg is the "go to" technical 

person for this effort. 

Both Greg and I will be available by email today if there are any changes or questions any of you on this draft. You may 

have some questions, edits or requests for further information for your meeting with the planning board tomorrow. 

One last thing: If I recall correctly, there is a meeting next week. If you need a more final document by next week, 

please let us know. We can get the current draft cleaned abit more as well as the attachment formatted and 

incorporated directly into the body of the report. We would just need to know the timeframe. 

Susan Jackson 
US EPA Biological Criteria Program 

4 



Jackson, Susank 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Cc: 
Subject: 

Hi All: 

Van Ness, Keith <Keith.VanNess@montgomerycountymd.gov> 
Wednesday, April 10, 2013 1:56 PM 
Jackson, Susank; Pond, Greg 
mary.dolan@montgomeryplanning.org; mark.symborski@montgomeryplanning.org 
RE: FOLLOW UP RE: See slide number 2 for 10 Mile Creek Sites 

I was out yesterday. Catching up to my email now. First - no comments on the draft report- I would think the expert panel w ill be very eager to read it and consider the implications. 

Mary asked me to attend the Planning Board meeting tomorrow and present a 5 minute intra into the BCG. I can do it­but wou ld like permission to use your, Greg's and Lou's ppt slides (some of them). It w ill be very short, from a laypersons point of view, and try to explain how the BCG provides very useful information to decision makers on the affects of land use change- information that our IBI does not provide. 

I would we lcome any suggestions including if you all do not think I should do this given my limited experience in the BCG. I am passionate though in the need to provide timely, understandable and accepted natural resources information to the decision makers on implications of different land use scenarios- and that the BCG is an excellent tool to provide that information. 
Keith 

From: Jackson, Susank [mailto:Jackson.Susank@epa.gov] 
Sent: Tuesday, April 09, 2013 1:40 PM 
To: Pond, Greg; Van Ness, Keith 
Cc: mary.dolan@montgomeryplanning.org; mark.symborski@montgomeryplanning.org Subject: RE: FOLLOW UP RE: See slide number 2 for 10 Mile Creek Sites 

I think including the graphs you provided comparing BCG assignments and IBI scores is very useful with expanded discussion on interpretation and implications of the comparisons including questions to evaluate with larger data set. If you can incorporate the figures and discussion into the report, great. If formatting is an issue, keep placeholder as is now within the report and keep graphs and discussion in separate file. Sounds like you have limited time and need to prioritize on content rather than format. 

I will look at the draft report this afternoon and wi ll fo llow up. 

Keith, any comments on the draft report and suggested ed its, addition, etc? 

Susan 

From: Pond, Greg 
Sent: Tuesday, April 09, 2013 1:27 PM 
To: Jackson, Susank; Van Ness, Keith 
Cc: mary.dolan@montqomeryplanning.org; mark.symborski@montgomeryplanning.org Subject: RE: FOLLOW UP RE: See slide number 2 for 10 Mile Creek Sites 

Hi Susan, I have been thrown into another project and have not got back into the draft report. I was thinking about incorporating a few of the data graphs into the results section (B-IB I vs BCG?). What do you all think? 



I'd like to send this out to the entire group of panelists for review and comment by Friday. Thoughts? 

Greg Pond 

U.S. EPA Region III 

Office of Monitor ing and Assessment 

Freshwater Biology Laboratory 

1060 Chapline St. 

Wheeling, WV 26003 

Ph: 304-234-0243 

pond.greg@epa.gov 

From: Jackson, Susank 

Sent: Tuesday, April 09, 2013 9:00 AM 

To: Van Ness, Keith; Pond, Greg 

Cc: marv.dolan@montqomervplanninq.org; mark.symborski@montgomervplanning.org 

Subject: FOLLOW UP RE: See slide number 2 for 10 Mile Creek Sites 

Hi Keith and Greg, 

Just checking in on two things: 

1) Keith, I am presuming you are saying you could do petri plate photos specific for the Piedmont straw BCG, with focus 

on petri plates showing samples from Ten Mile Creek? That is great, if so. What could be the timeframe considering 

everything else you are doing? 

2) Keith and Greg, any more revisions to the first rough draft? Suggest the draft be sent out to the technical expert 

workgroup for review and comment as soon as you are finished with any updates or revisions. 

3) Do you want to talk about next steps at some point? Let me know. I am here this week but next week wrapped up in 

a meeting Tuesday through Thursday. 

Mary, Mark, or Keith: are you willing to share with me and Greg the materials you have put together for the meeting with 

the planning board on Thursday? If so, are they scannable and could be emailed? That would be helpful in thinking in 

future about what you think is useful to communicate and how. 

Thank you, 

Susan Jackson 

From: Van Ness, Keith [Keith.VanNess@montgomerycountymd.gov] 

Sent: Friday, April OS, 2013 11:26 AM 

To: Dolan, Mary; Jackson, Susank 

Cc: Pond, Greg 

Subject: RE: See slide number 2 for 10 Mile Creek Sites 

That's good! We could do it but it wou ld take some time. 

From: Dolan, Mary (mailto:marv.dolan@montgomeryplanning .org] 

Sent: Thursday, April 04, 2013 4:43 PM 

To: Jackson, Susank; Van Ness, Keith 

Cc: Pond, Greg 
Subject: RE: See slide number 2 for 10 Mile Creek Sites 

It's probably not necessary unless it is easy t o prepare. 
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From: Jackson, Susank [mailto:Jackson.Susank@epa.gov] 
Sent: Thursday, April 04, 2013 4:41PM 
To: Dolan, Mary; Van Ness, Keith 
Cc: Pond, Greg 
Subject: RE: See slide number 2 for 10 Mile Creek Sites 

Hello Mary, 

I am guessing you are asking for photos and highlight for BCG level 3 since we show a level 2 and then 4 and then 6 but 
no 1 or 5 The intent was to show the range of change in biota and sites wi th the materials that we had available. We 
used petri plate slide photos that we had in stock, which were these levels (approximately 2, 4, 6). 

If you would like a photo and graphics pu t together that include level 3, tha t could probably be done by working with 
Keith and digging into t heir sample vials. But, I am not sure if the Mo Co biological assessment program has the photo 
capability to do petri plate photos. 

Keith- what do you think? 

Greg, any thoughts on your part? Do you have photo capability at your lab? 

Susan 

From: Dolan, Mary [mailto:marv.dolan@montgomeryplanning.org] 
Sent: Thursday, April 04, 2013 4:27 PM 
To: Jackson, Susank 
Subject: RE: See slide number 2 for 10 Mile Creek Sites 

What about ti er 3? 

From: Jackson, Susank [mailto:Jackson.Susank@epa.gov] 
Sent: Wednesday, April 03, 2013 2:52PM 
To: Dolan, Mary 
Cc: Van Ness, Keith; Pond, Greg 
Subject: See slide number 2 for 10 Mile Creek Sites 

I spoke with Greg and Keith. Additional graphs can be developed over next several days to portray 10 M ile Creek 
posit ion within full data site. What I did here was a simple mapping of the three Ten Mile Creek sites on the BCG. King 
Street is a first order tributary and there was no fish data, so invert result only. The sites above and below Old Baltimore 
Road are averaged fish and invert. I hope this graphic is not too simpl ist ic. Revise as you wish recolors and 
adding/deleting text. 

There were no other Ten M ile Creek Sites evaluated, but the group hoped to do more in the future. 

Susan 

From: Dolan, Mary [mailto:mary.dolan@montqomeryplanning.org] 
Sent: Wednesday, April 03, 2013 12:16 PM 
To: Jackson, Susank 
Subject: RE: Please confirm you received the email with attachments 
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The BCG graphi c would be helpful. Thanks. 

From: Jackson, Susank [mailto:Jackson.Susank@epa.gov] 

Sent: Wednesday, April 03, 2013 12:14 PM 

To: Dolan, Mary; Van Ness, Keith; Pond, Greg 

Cc: Symborski, Mark; Reynolds, Louis 

Subject: RE: Please confirm you received the email with attachments 

Hello, I just got out of a long meeting and catching up on emails. 

The slides in the BCG/IBI comparison show where the 10 Mile Creek slides fall- recalling from memory, they were in a 

good quality category. 

There is text in the report that discusses 10 mi le creek sites including the potential for reintroduction of brook trout. 

I can place the 10 mile creek sites on a BCG graphic if you would like. Let me know. 

Susan 

From: Dolan, Mary [mailto:marv.dolan@montgomeryolanning.org] 

Sent: Wednesday, April 03, 2013 10:15 AM 

To: Van Ness, Keith; Pond, Greg; Jackson, Susank 

Cc: Symborski, Mark; Jeroen.Gerritsen@tetratech.com; Reynolds, Louis 

Subject: RE: Please confirm you received the email with attachments 

Thanks- I will see what I can pull from the slides. 

Mary 

From : Van Ness, Keith [mailto:Keith.VanNess@montgomervcountymd.gov] 

Sent: Wednesday, April 03, 2013 9:47 AM 

To: Pond, Greg; Dolan, Mary; Jackson, Susank 

Cc: Symborski, Mark; Jeroen.Gerritsen@tetratech.com; Reynolds, Louis 

Subject: RE: Please confirm you received the email with attachments 

If I can help let me know -I think you and Susan have earned severa l weeks of well deserved rest. Again- thanks 

for all of this work- the report exceeds everything that I had hoped for! 

Thanks 
Keith 

From: Pond, Greg [mailto:Pond.Greg@epa.gov] 

Sent: Wednesday, April 03, 2013 9:43 AM 

To: Dolan, Mary; Jackson, Susank 

Cc: Symborski, Mark; Van Ness, Keith; Jeroen.Gerritsen@tetratech.com; Reynolds, Louis 

Subject: RE: Please confirm you received the email with attachments 

Mary, within the powerpoint sent (titled BCG and IBI correspondence) there is text descr ibing aspects of TenMile Creek 

in relation to others (slides 3-5). If viewed as a slide show, the notes will not appear. Also in the conclusion of the 

report, I think bullet further 5 describes some rationale and evidence of why TMC is important and should be carefully 

planned. We intend to incorporate info from the data in the powerpoint slides into the report soon. Without a map, 

none of us ever saw the spatial context of where the 3 TMC sites were located (or any reach habitat or water chemistry 
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data ) so what we have elaborated upon is fa irly basic (and without describing to you individual species level info filled with aquatic ecology jargon). 

This is a fina l draft for now and we will send it out to all of the panelists for critica l review. We will not be sending you any revisions until we've made them based on experts' review. We would like to add a lot more detail on TMC, but we as authors just didn't have anything else to go on from the quick workshop last week. At some point, it would be good to analyze data from several more subwatersheds within TMC to get a more complete picture. 

Greg Pond 
U.S. EPA Region III 
Office of Monitoring and Assessment 
Freshwater Biology Laboratory 
1060 Chap line St. 
Wheeling, WV 26003 
Ph: 304-234-0243 
pond.greg@epa.gov 

From : Dolan, Mary [mailto :mary.dolan@montqomervplanning.org] Sent: Wednesday, April 03, 2013 9:24AM 
To: Jackson, Susank; Pond, Greg 
Cc: Symborski, Mark; Van Ness, Keith; Jeroen.Gerritsen@tetratech.com; Reynolds, Louis Subject: RE: Please confirm you received the email with attachments 

I got it. Is this the final for now? 

Please remember that the immediate use of this report (for Planning staff) is to understand the quality of the Ten Mile Creek sites in relation to the other sites and their place on the BCG. While I will be attaching the report, I only have one sm all paragraph relating to Ten Mile Creek from the report. I can prepare a map showing the location of the sites that were evaluat ed in the watershed, but I would like you to place t he sites on the BCG continuum. 

Can you elaborate a little on conditions in TMC and the differences between the mainstem sites 303band 304 and the King Tributary? You can do this outside the report. 

Mary 

From: Jackson, Susank [mailto:Jackson.Susank@epa.gov] 
Sent: Wednesday, April 03, 2013 9:17AM 
To: Dolan, Mary; Pond, Greg 
Cc: Symborski, Mark; Van Ness, Keith; Jeroen.Gerritsen@tetratech.com; Reynolds, Louis Subject: Please confirm you received the email with attachments 

I had a horrendous tussle with Workplace trying to get the draft report and attachments sent - took me 25 minutes to get this down between the system freezing and booting me out. 

Please confirm if you have received the report and successful in opening. 

Susan Jackson 

From: Jackson, Susank 
Sent: Wednesday, April 03, 2013 9:14AM 
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To: Dolan, Mary; Pond, Greg 

Cc: Symborski, Mark; Van Ness, Keith; Jeroen.Gerritsen@tetratech.com; Reynolds, Louis 

Subject: Draft Report and attachments 

Good morning. Attached is the draft report with two attachments (BCG and IBI comparison and Appendix B). 

The report is preliminary. Your review comments are requested. We would like to finalize this report over the next 

month based on review by you and by the panelists. 

Keith - can you review this report with a focus on the results and conclusions, provide us comments and then we can 

send to the expert panel for their review. Please email directly to Greg Pond and cc me. Greg is the "go to" technical 

person for this effort. 

Both Greg and I will be available by email today if there are any changes or questions any of you on this draft. You may 

have some questions, edits or requests for further information for your meeting with the planning board tomorrow. 

One last thing: If I recall correctly, there is a meeting next week. If you need a more final document by next week, 

please let us know. We can get the current draft cleaned abit more as well as the attachment formatted and 

incorporated directly into the body of the report. We would just need to know the timeframe. 

Susan Jackson 
US EPA Biological Criteria Program 
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Jackson, Susank 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Cc: 
Subject: 

Van Ness, Keith < Kei th.VanNess@montgomerycountymd.gov> 
Wednesday, April 10, 2013 1:58 PM 
Pond, Greg; Jackson, Susank 
mary.dolan@montgomeryplanning.org; mark.symborski@montgomeryplanning.org 
RE: FOLLOW UP RE: See slide number 2 for 10 Mile Creek Sites 

Greg- Do you know if it has been sent out. We are still working on the impervious da ta for the 20 stations. I have the 
habitat and chemical data assembled. Do you want the habitat and chemica l data sent now? 
Thanks 
Keith 

From: Pond, Greg [mailto:Pond.Greg@epa.gov] 
Sent: Tuesday, April 09, 2013 1:27PM 
To: Jackson, Susank; Van Ness, Keith 
Cc: mary.dolan@montgomeryplanning.org; mark.symborski@montgomeryplanning.org 
Subject: RE: FOLLOW UP RE: See slide number 2 for 10 Mile Creek Sites 

Hi Susan, I have been thrown into another project and have not got back into the draft report. I was thinking about 
incorporating a few of the data graphs into the results section (B-181 vs BCG?). Wha t do you all think? 

I'd like to send this out to the entire group of panelists for review and comment by Friday. Thoughts? 

Greg Pond 
U.S. EPA Region III 
Office of Monitoring and Assessment 
Freshwater Biology Laboratory 
1060 Chap line St. 
Wheeling, WV 26003 
Ph: 304-234-0243 
pond.greg@epa.gov 

From: Jackson, Susank 
Sent: Tuesday, April 09, 2013 9:00AM 
To: Van Ness, Keith; Pond, Greg 
Cc: marv.dolan@montqomeryplanninq.org; mark.symborski@montgomervplanning.org 
Subject: FOLLOW UP RE: See slide number 2 for 10 Mile Creek Sites 

Hi Keith and Greg, 

Just checking in on two things: 
1) Keith, I am presuming you are saying you could do petri plate photos specific for the Piedmont straw BCG, with focus 
on petri plates showing samples from Ten Mile Creek? That is great, if so. What could be the timeframe considering 
everything else you are doing? 

2) Keith and Greg, any more revisions to the first rough draft? Suggest the draft be sent out to the technical expert 
workgroup for review and comment as soon as you are finished with any updates or revisions. 

3) Do you want to talk about next steps at some point? Let me know. I am here this week but next week wrapped up in 
a meeting Tuesday through Thursday. 



Mary, Mark, or Keith: are you willing to share with me and Greg the materials you have put together for the meeting with 

the planning board on Thursday? If so, are they scannable and could be emailed? That would be helpful in thinking in 

future about what you think is useful to communicate and how. 

Thank you, 

Susan Jackson 

From: Van Ness, Keith [Keith.VanNess@montgomerycountymd.gov] 

Sent: Friday, April OS, 2013 11:26 AM 

To: Dolan, Mary; Jackson, Susank 

Cc: Pond, Greg 
Subject: RE: See slide number 2 for 10 Mile Creek Sites 

That's good! We could do it but it would take some time. 

From: Dolan, Mary [mailto:mary.dolan@montqomeryplanninq.org] 

Sent: Thursday, April 04, 2013 4:43 PM 

To: Jackson, Susank; Van Ness, Keith 

Cc: Pond, Greg 
Subject: RE: See slide number 2 for 10 Mile Creek Sites 

It's probably not necessary unless it is easy to prepare. 

From: Jackson, Susank [mailto:Jackson.Susank@epa.gov] 

Sent: Thursday, April 04, 2013 4:41 PM 

To: Dolan, Mary; Van Ness, Keith 

Cc: Pond, Greg 
Subject: RE: See slide number 2 for 10 Mile Creek Sites 

Hello Mary, 

I am guessing you are asking for photos and highl ight for BCG level 3 since we show a level 2 and then 4 and then 6 but 

no 1 or 5 The intent was to show the range of change in biota and sites with the materials that we had available. We 

used petri plate slide photos that we had in stock, which were these levels (approximately 2, 4, 6}. 

If you would like a photo and graphics put together that include level 3, that could probably be done by working with 

Keith and digging into their sample vials. But, I am not sure if the Mo Co biological assessment program has the photo 

capability to do petri plate photos. 

Keith- what do you th ink? 

Greg, any thoughts on your part? Do you have photo capability at your lab? 

Susan 

From: Dolan, Mary [mailto:mary.dolan@montgomeryplanning.org] 

Sent: Thursday, April 04, 2013 4:27 PM 

To: Jackson, Susank 
Subject: RE: See slide number 2 for 10 Mile Creek Sites 

What about tier 3? 
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From: Jackson, Susank [mailto:Jackson.Susank@epa.gov) 
Sent: Wednesday, April 03, 2013 2:52PM 
To: Dolan, Mary 
Cc: Van Ness, Keith; Pond, Greg 
Subject: See slide number 2 for 10 Mile Creek Sites 

I spoke with Greg and Keith . Additional graphs can be developed over next severa l days to portray 10 Mile Creek position within full data site. What I did here was a simple mapping of the three Ten Mile Creek sites on the BCG. King Street is a first order tributary and there was no fish data, so invert result on ly. The sites above and below Old Baltimore Road are averaged fish and invert. I hope this graphic is not too simplistic. Revise as you wish re colors and adding/de leting text. 

There were no other Ten Mile Creek Sites evaluated, but the group hoped to do more in the future. 

Susan 

From: Dolan, Mary [mailto:marv.dolan@montgomeryplanning.org] 
Sent: Wednesday, April 03, 2013 12:16 PM 
To: Jackson, Susank 
Subject: RE: Please confirm you received the email with attachments 

The BCG graphic would be helpful. Thanks. 

From: Jackson, Susank [mailto:Jackson.Susank@epa.gov] 
Sent: Wednesday, April 03, 2013 12:14 PM 
To: Dolan, Mary; Van Ness, Keith; Pond, Greg 
Cc: Symborski, Mark; Reynolds, Louis 
Subject: RE: Please confirm you received the email with attachments 

Hello, I just got out of a long meeting and catching up on emails. 

The slides in the BCG/IBI comparison show where the 10 Mile Creek sl ides fall- recalling from memory, they were in a good quality category. 

There is text in the report that discusses 10 mile creek sites including the potential for reintroduction of brook trout. 

I can place the 10 mile creek sites on a BCG graphic if you would like. Let me know. 

Susan 

From: Dolan, Mary [mailto:mary.dolan@montgomeryplanning.org] Sent: Wednesday, April 03, 2013 10:15 AM 
To: Van Ness, Keith; Pond, Greg; Jackson, Susank 
Cc: Symborski, Mark; Jeroen.Gerritsen@tetratech.com; Reynolds, Louis Subject: RE: Please confirm you received the email with attachments 

Thanks- I will see what I can pull from the slides. 

Mary 
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From: Van Ness, Keith [mailto:Keith.VanNess@montgomerycountymd.gov] 

Sent: Wednesday, April 03, 2013 9:47AM 

To: Pond, Greg; Dolan, Mary; Jackson, Susank 

Cc: Symborski, Mark; Jeroen.Gerritsen@tetratech.com; Reynolds, Louis 

Subject: RE: Please confirm you received the email with attachments 

If I can help let me know -I think you and Susan have earned several weeks of well deserved rest. Again- thanks 

for all of this work- the report exceeds everyth ing that I had hoped for! 

Thanks 

Keith 

From: Pond, Greg [mailto:Pond.Greg@epa.gov] 

Sent: Wednesday, April 03, 2013 9:43AM 

To: Dolan, Mary; Jackson, Susank 

Cc: Symborski, Mark; Van Ness, Keith; Jeroen.Gerritsen@tetratech.com; Reynolds, Louis 

Subject: RE: Please confirm you received the email with attachments 

Mary, within the powerpoint sent (titled BCG and IBI correspondence) there is text describing aspects of TenMile Creek 

in relation to others (slides 3-5). If viewed as a slide show, the notes will not appear. Also in the conclusion of the 

report, I think bullet further 5 describes some rationale and evidence of why TMC is important and should be carefully 

planned. We intend to incorporate info from the data in the powerpoint slides into the report soon. Without a map, 

none of us ever saw the spatial context of where the 3 TMC sites were located (or any reach habitat or water chemistry 

data ) so what we have elaborated upon is fairly basic (and w ithout describing to you individual species level info filled 

with aquatic ecology jargon). 

This is a final draft for now and we will send it out to all of the panelists for critica l review. We will not be sending you 

any revisions until we've made them based on experts' review. We would like to add a lot more detail on TMC, but we 

as authors just didn't have anything else to go on from the quick workshop last week. At some point, it would be good 

to analyze data from several more subwatersheds within TMC to get a more complete picture. 

Greg Pond 

U.S. EPA Region III 

Off1ce of Monitoring and Assessment 

Freshwater Biology Laboratory 

1060 Chapline St. 

Wheeling, WV 26003 

Ph: 304-234-0243 

pond.greg@epa.gov 

From: Dolan, Mary [mailto:mary.dolan@montgomeryplanning.org] 

Sent: Wednesday, April 03, 2013 9:24AM 

To: Jackson, Susank; Pond, Greg 

Cc: Symborski, Mark; Van Ness, Keith; Jeroen.Gerritsen@tetratech.com; Reynolds, Louis 

Subject: RE: Please confirm you received the email with attachments 

I got it. Is this the final for now? 

Please remember that the immediate use of this report (for Planning staff) is to understand the quality of the 

Ten Mile Creek sit es in relation to the other sites and their place on the BCG. While I will be attaching the 

report, I only have one small paragraph relating to Ten Mile Creek from the report. I can prepare a map 
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showing the location of the sit es t hat were evaluated in the w atershed, but I would like you t o place the sites on the BCG con t inuum. 

Can you elaborate a little on conditions in TMC and t he differences between the m ainst em sites 303band 304 and the King Tributary? You can do thi s outside t he report. 

Mary 

From: Jackson, Susank [mailto:Jackson.Susank@epa.gov] 
Sent: Wednesday, April 03, 2013 9:17AM 
To: Dolan, Mary; Pond, Greg 
Cc: Symborski, Mark; Van Ness, Keith; Jeroen.Gerritsen@tetratech.com; Reynolds, Louis Subject: Please confirm you received the email with attachments 

I had a horrendous tussle with Workplace trying to get the draft report and attachments sent - took me 25 minutes to get this down between the system freezing and booting me out. 

Please confirm if you have received the report and successful in opening. 

Susan Jackson 

From: Jackson, Susank 
Sent: Wednesday, April 03, 2013 9:14AM 
To: Dolan, Mary; Pond, Greg 
Cc: Symborski, Mark; Van Ness, Keith; Jeroen.Gerritsen@tetratech.com; Reynolds, Louis Subject: Draft Report and attachments 

Good morning. Attached is the draft report with two attachments (BCG and IBI comparison and Appendix B). 

The report is preliminary. Your review comments are requested. We would like to finalize this report over the next month based on review by you and by the panelists. 

Keith - can you review this report with a focus on the results and conclusions, provide us comments and then we can send to the expert panel for their review. Please email directly to Greg Pond and cc me. Greg is the "go to" technical person for this effort. 

Both Greg and I will be available by email today if there are any changes or questions any of you on this draft. You may have some questions, edits or requests for further information for your meeting with the planning board tomorrow. 

One last thing: If I recall correctly, there is a meeting next week. If you need a more final document by next week, please let us know. We can get the current draft cleaned abit more as well as the attachment formatted and incorporated directly into the body of the report. We would just need to know the timeframe. 

Susan Jackson 
US EPA Biological Criteria Program 
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Jackson, Susank 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Cc: 
Subject: 
Attachments: 

Hi Greg: 

Van Ness, Keith < Keith.VanNess@montgomerycountymd.gov> 
Wednesday, April 10, 2013 2:21 PM 
Pond, Greg; Jackson, Susank 
mary.dolan@montgomeryplanning.org; mark.symborski@montgomeryplanning.org RE: FOLLOW UP RE: See slide number 2 for 10 Mile Creek Sites 
rhab_phychem.xlsx 

No edits! It is good to send out for review by the expert panel. Also- attached is the habitat and physchem data. Keith 

From: Pond, Greg [mailto:Pond.Greg@epa.gov] 
Sent: Wednesday, April 10, 2013 2:18 PM 
To: Van Ness, Keith; Jackson, Susank 
Cc: mary.dolan@montgomeryplanning.org; mark.symborski@montgomeryplanning.org Subject: RE: FOLLOW UP RE: See slide number 2 for 10 Mile Creek Sites 

Keith, I was going to send out Friday. Do you have any edits? 

lm hoping to analyze your abiotic data with the BCG but might not go into this draft. 

Greg Pond 
U.S. EPA Region III 
Office of Monitoring and Assessment 
freshwater Biology Laboratory 
1060 Chapline St. 
Wheeling, WV 26003 
Ph: 304-234-0243 
pond.greg@epa.gov 

From : Van Ness, Keith [mailto:Keith.VanNess@montqomerycountymd.gov] Sent: Wednesday, April10, 2013 1:58 PM 
To: Pond, Greg; Jackson, Susank 
Cc: marv.dolan@montgomeryplanning.org; mark.symborski@montgomeryplanning.org Subject: RE: FOLLOW UP RE: See slide number 2 for 10 Mile Creek Sites 

Greg- Do you know if it has been sent out. We are still working on the impervious data for the 20 stations. I have the habitat and chemica l data assembled. Do you want the habitat and chemical data sent now? Thanks 
Ke ith 

From: Pond, Greg [mailto:Pond.Greg@epa.gov] 
Sent: Tuesday, April 09, 2013 1:27 PM 
To: Jackson, Susank; Van Ness, Keith 
Cc: mary.dolan@montqomeryplanning.org; mark.symborski@montqomeryplanning.org Subject: RE: FOLLOW UP RE: See slide number 2 for 10 Mile Creek Sites 

Hi Susan, I have been thrown into another project and have not got back into the draft report. I was thinking about incorporating a few of the data graphs into the results section (B-IBI vs BCG?). What do you all think? 



I'd like to send this out to the entire group of panelists for review and comment by Friday. Thoughts? 

Greg Pond 

U.S. EPA Region III 

Office of Monitoring and Assessment 

Freshwater Biology Laboratory 

1060 Chapline St. 

Wheeling, WV 26003 

Ph: 304-234-0243 

pond.greg@epa.gov 

From: Jackson, Susank 
Sent: Tuesday, April 09, 2013 9:00AM 

To: Van Ness, Keith; Pond, Greg 

Cc: mary.dolan@montgomeryplanning.org; mark.symborski@montgomeryplanning.org 

Subject: FOLLOW UP RE: See slide number 2 for 10 Mile Creek Sites 

Hi Keith and Greg, 

Just checking in on two things: 

1) Keith, I am presuming you are saying you could do petri plate photos specific for the Piedmont straw BCG, with focus 

on petri plates showing samples from Ten Mile Creek? That is great, if so. What could be the t imeframe considering 

everything else you are doing? 

2) Keith and Greg, any more revisions to the first rough draft? Suggest the draft be sent out to the technical expert 

workgroup for review and comment as soon as you are finished with any updates or revisions. 

3) Do you want to talk about next steps at some point? Let me know. I am here this week but next week wrapped up in 

a meeting Tuesday through Thursday. 

Mary, Mark, or Keith: are you willing to share with me and Greg the materials you have put together for the meeting with 

the planning board on Thursday? If so, are they scannable and could be emailed? That would be helpful in thinking in 

future about what you think is useful to communicate and how. 

Thank you, 

Susan Jackson 

From: Van Ness, Keith [Keith.VanNess@montgomerycountymd.gov] 

Sent: Friday, April OS, 2013 11:26 AM 

To: Dolan, Mary; Jackson, Susank 

Cc: Pond, Greg 
Subject: RE: See slide number 2 for 10 Mile Creek Sites 

That's good! We could do it but it would take some time. 

From: Dolan, Mary [mailto:mary.dolan@montgomeryplanning .org] 

Sent: Thursday, April 04, 2013 4:43 PM 

To: Jackson, Susank; Van Ness, Keith 

Cc: Pond, Greg 
Subject: RE: See slide number 2 for 10 Mile Creek Sites 

It's probably not necessary unless it is easy to prepare. 

2 



From: Jackson, Susank [mailto:Jackson.Susank@epa.gov] 
Sent: Thursday, April 04, 2013 4:41 PM 
To: Dolan, Mary; Van Ness, Keith 
Cc: Pond, Greg 
Subject: RE: See slide number 2 for 10 Mile Creek Sites 

Hello Mary, 

I am guessing you are asking for photos and highlight for BCG level 3 since we show a leve l 2 and then 4 and then 6 but no 1 or 5 The intent was to show the range of change in biota and sites with the materials that we had available. We used petri plate slide photos that we had in stock, which were these levels (approximately 2, 4, 6). 

If you would like a photo and graphics put together that include level 3, that could probably be done by working with Keith and digging into the ir sample vials. But, I am not sure if the Mo Co biological assessment program has the photo capability to do petri plate photos. 

Keith- what do you think? 

Greg, any thoughts on your part? Do you have photo capability at your lab? 

Susan 

From: Dolan, Mary [mailto:mary.dolan@montgomeryplanning.org] Sent: Thursday, April 04, 2013 4:27 PM 
To: Jackson, Susank 
Subject: RE: See slide number 2 for 10 Mile Creek Sites 

What about tier 3? 

From: Jackson, Susank [mailto:Jackson.Susank@epa.gov] 
Sent: Wednesday, April 03, 2013 2:52PM 
To: Dolan, Mary 
Cc: Van Ness, Keith; Pond, Greg 
Subject: See slide number 2 for 10 Mile Creek Sites 

I spoke with Greg and Keith. Additional graphs can be developed over next severa l days to portray 10 Mile Creek position within full data site. What I did here was a simple mapping of the three Ten Mile Creek sites on the BCG. King Street is a first order tributary and there was no fish data, so invert resu lt only. The sites above and below Old Baltimore Road are averaged fish and invert. I hope this graphic is not too simplistic. Revise as you wish recolors and adding/deleting text. 

There were no other Ten Mile Creek Sites evaluated, but the group hoped to do more in the future. 

Susan 

From: Dolan, Mary [mailto:marv.dolan@montqomeryplanning.org] Sent: Wednesday, April 03, 2013 12:16 PM 
To: Jackson, Susank 
Subject: RE: Please confirm you received the email with attachments 
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The BCG graphic would be helpful. Thanks. 

From: Jackson, Susank [mailto:Jackson.Susank@epa.gov] 

Sent: Wednesday, April 03, 2013 12:14 PM 

To: Dolan, Mary; Van Ness, Keith; Pond, Greg 

Cc: Symborski, Mark; Reynolds, Louis 

Subject: RE: Please confirm you received the email with attachments 

Hello, I just got out of a long meeting and catching up on emails. 

The slides in the BCG/IBI comparison show where the 10 Mile Creek slides fall- recalling from memory, they were in a 

good quality category. 

There is text in the report that discusses 10 mile creek sites including the potential for reintroduction of brook trout. 

I can place the 10 mile creek sites on a BCG graphic if you would like. let me know. 

Susan 

From: Dolan, Mary [mailto:mary.dolao@montgomeryplanning.org] 

Sent: Wednesday, April 03, 2013 10:15 AM 

To: Van Ness, Keith; Pond, Greg; Jackson, Susank 

Cc: Symborski, Mark; Jeroen.Gerritsen@tetratech.com; Reynolds, Louis 

Subject: RE: Please confirm you received the email with attachments 

Thanks- I will see what I can pull from the slides. 

Mary 

From: Van Ness, Keith [mailto:Keith.VanNess@montgomervcountvmd.gov] 

Sent: Wednesday, April 03, 2013 9:47AM 

To: Pond, Greg; Dolan, Mary; Jackson, Susank 

Cc: Symborski, Mark; Jeroen.Gerritsen@tetratech.com; Reynolds, Louis 

Subject: RE: Please confirm you received the email with attachments 

If I can help let me know- I think you and Susan have earned several weeks of well deserved rest. Aga in - thanks 

for all of this work- the report exceeds everything that I had hoped for! 

Thanks 

Keith 

From: Pond, Greg [mailto:Pond.Greq@epa.gov] 

Sent: Wednesday, April 03, 2013 9:43AM 

To: Dolan, Mary; Jackson, Susank 

Cc: Symborski, Mark; Van Ness, Keith; Jeroen.Gerritsen@tetratech.com; Reynolds, Louis 

Subject: RE: Please confirm you received the email with attachments 

Mary, within the powerpoin t sent (titled BCG and IBI correspondence) there is text describing aspects of TenMile Creek 

in relation to others (slides 3-5). If viewed as a slide show, the notes will not appear. Also in the conclusion of the 

report, I think bullet further 5 describes some rationale and evidence of why TMC is important and should be carefully 

planned. We intend to incorporate in fo from the data in the powerpoint slides into the report soon. Without a map, 

none of us ever saw the spatial context of where the 3 TMC sites were located (or any reach habitat or water chemistry 
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data ) so what we have elaborated upon is fairly basic (and without describing to you individual species level info filled with aquatic ecology jargon). 

This is a final draft for now and we will send it out to all of the panelists for critica l review. We will not be sending you any revisions unti l we've made them based on experts' review. We would like to add a lot more detail on TMC, but we as authors just didn't have anything else to go on from the quick workshop last week. At some point, it wou ld be good to analyze data from several more subwatersheds within TMC to get a more complete picture. 

Greg Pond 
U.S. EPA Region III 
Office of Monitoring and Assessment 
Freshwater Biology Laboratory 
1060 Chapline St. 
Wheeling, WV 26003 
Ph: 304-234-0243 
pond.greg@epa.gov 

From: Dolan, Mary [mailto:mary.dolan@montqomervplanninq.org] Sent: Wednesday, April 03, 2013 9:24 AM 
To: Jackson, Susank; Pond, Greg 
Cc: Symborski, Mark; Van Ness, Keith; Jeroen.Gerritsen@tetratech.com; Reynolds, Louis Subject: RE: Please confirm you received the email with attachments 

I got it. Is this the final for now? 

Please remember that the immediate use of this report (for Planning staff) is to understand the quality of the Ten Mile Creek sites in relation to the other sites and their place on the BCG. While I will be attaching the report, I only have one small paragraph relating to Ten Mile Creek from the report. I can prepare a map showing the location of the sites that were evaluated in the watershed, but I would like you to place the sites on the BCG continuum. 

Can you elaborate a little on condit ions in TMC and the differences between the mainstem sites 303band 304 and the King Tributary? You can do this outside the report. 

Mary 

From: Jackson, Susank [mailto:Jackson.Susank@epa.gov] 
Sent: Wednesday, April 03, 2013 9:17AM 
To: Dolan, Mary; Pond, Greg 
Cc: Symborski, Mark; Van Ness, Keith; Jeroen.Gerritsen@tetratech.com; Reynolds, Louis Subject: Please confirm you received the email with attachments 

I had a horrendous tussle with Workplace trying to get the draft report and attachments sent - took me 25 minutes to get this down between the system freezing and booting me out. 

Please confirm if you have received the report and successful in opening. 

Susan Jackson 

From: Jackson, Susank 
Sent: Wednesday, April 03, 2013 9:14AM 
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To: Dolan, Mary; Pond, Greg 

Cc: Symborski, Mark; Van Ness, Keith; Jeroen.Gerritsen@tetratech.com; Reynolds, Louis 

Subject: Draft Report and attachments 

Good morning. Attached is the draft report with two attachments (BCG and IBI comparison and Appendix B). 

The report is preliminary. Your review comments are requested. We would like to finalize this report over the next 

month based on review by you and by the panelists. 

Keith - can you review this report with a focus on the results and conclusions, provide us comments and then we can 

send to the expert panel for their review. Please email directly to Greg Pond and cc me. Greg is the "go to" technical 

person for this effort. 

Both Greg and I will be available by email today if there are any changes or questions any of you on this draft. You may 

have some questions, edits or requests for further information for your meeting with the planning board tomorrow. 

One last thing: If I recall correctly, there is a meeting next week. If you need a more final document by next week, 

please let us know. We can get the current draft cleaned abit more as well as the attachment formatted and 

incorporated directly into the body of the report. We would just need to know the timeframe. 

Susan Jackson 
US EPA Biological Criteria Program 
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Jackson. Susank 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject 

Hi Susan: 

Van Ness, Keith < Keith.VanNess@montgomerycountymd.gov> 
Wednesday, May 01, 2013 4:34 PM 
Jackson, Susank 
RE: Benthic Samples 

May 9 is the next Board Meeting on Ten Mile Creek. Already we are getting some interesting statements and 
counterclaims going from the developers. 

1 was allowed about 10 minutes during a 2 hour presentation to introduce the BCG concept at the last Planning Board 
Meeting. I had to really shorten the length of the powerpoint presentation you had developed. In the end, I presented a 
county map showing stream conditions and explained that our current way of assessing streams just does that- it does 
not address sensitivity or fragility of a stream. I told the Board that the BCG does do that and is a tool that we need in 
the county. I then used the slide of where the 3 Ten Mile Creek stations plotted on the curve and also the slide that 
Greg have made tha t compared our IBI to the BCG tiers. Some really got it, but I think I confused others. Maybe it is time 
for a better explanation of the BCG to be presented to either the Board or the Council. 

The scope of work is because my Department head (Bob Hoyt) wanted to know the possible cost of do ing one and the 
benefit. So- the scope would have labor and resources included. I don't believe I can adequate ly convey the importance 
of doing a rigorous BCG so any you can provide help would be greatly appreciated. We would have an opportunity to 
invite experts from the Department of the Environment and Natural Resources to participate and demonstrate the 
benefit of doing this state wide. 

When do you need the vials? I will be up in the Ten M ile Creek watershed Thursday and maybe Friday o f this week. 

Call me on my cell if need be -

Thanks 
Keith 

II get the vials to you. 

From: Jackson, Susank [mailto:Jackson.Susank@epa.gov] 
Sent: Wednesday, May 01, 2013 4:15PM 
To: Van Ness, Keith 
Subject: RE: Benthic Samples 

Sure, I will be glad to he lp you develop a scope of work. 

Any update on results from the planning meeting? IS th e scope of work because they gave you the thumbs up for 
moving ahead on the BCG? labor on ly or are resources involved? I have requested some funding for supporting a 
workshop but no word on budget yet. We are going through significant cuts but should know soon what funds I might 
have available . 

When is a good time to pick up the vials? Are the samples in alcohol or forma ldehyde? 

Thanks, 

Susan 

SJACKS05
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From: Van Ness, Keith [mailto:Keith.VanNess@montqomerycountymd.gov] 

Sent: Wednesday, May 01, 2013 4:02 PM 

To: Jackson, Susank 
Subject: RE: Benthic Samples 

Hi Susan 
I will swap you- all the vials you can carry if you can help me develop a scope of work to develop a BCG for Montgomery 

County, Maryland. Please ca ll or email and let me know wha t you think. I should have ca lled you much earl ier- Ten M ile 

Creek is really consuming my time now. Also -I will not be retiring any time soon! 

Keith 

From: Jackson, Susank [mailto:Jackson.Susank@epa.gov] 

Sent: Wednesday, May 01, 2013 2:40PM 

To: Van Ness, Keith 
Subject: Benthic Samples 

Hello Keith, 

When we met at the workshop last month, I asked about sample vials from the streams that your program has collected 

and may no longer need. You indicated that you do have a large supply of sample vials that are no longer needed. I use 

these vials in our WQS Academy for the biological criteria module as well as, on occasion, when volunteering in the 

schools . 

If you have additional sample vials available, please let me know and I will come up to pick them up. 

Susan Jackson 
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Jackson, Susank 

From: 
Sent: 

Van Ness, Kei th < Keith.VanNess@montgomerycountymd.gov> 
Wednesday, May 01, 2013 4:34 PM 

To: Jackson, Susank 
Subject: RE: Benthic Samples 

Hi Susan: 

May 9 is the next Board Meeting on Ten M ile Creek. Already we are getting some interesting statements and counterclaims going from the developers . 

I was allowed about 10 minutes during a 2 hour presentation to introduce the BCG concept at the last Planning Board Meeting. I had to really shorten the length of t he powerpoint presentat ion you had developed. In the end, I presented a county map showing stream condi tions and explained that our current way of assessing streams just does that - it does not address sensit ivity or fragility of a stream. I told the Board that the BCG does do that and is a tool that we need in the county. I then used the slide of where the 3 Ten Mile Creek sta tions plotted on the curve and also the slide that Greg have made that compared our IBI to the BCG tiers. Some really got it, but I think I confused others. Maybe it is time for a better explanat ion of the BCG to be presented to either the Board or the Council. 

The scope of work is because my Department head (Bob Hoyt) wanted to know the possible cost of doing one and the benefi t. So- the scope would have labor and resources included. I don't believe I can ad equately convey th e importance of doing a rigorous BCG so any you can provide help would be greatly appreciated. We would have an opportunity to invite experts from the Department of th e Environment and Natural Resources to participate and demonstrate the benefit of doing this state w ide. 

When do you need the vials? I will be up in the Ten Mile Creek watershed Thursday and maybe Friday of this week. 

Call me on my cell if need be JQ!ill get the vials to you. 

Thanks 
Keith 

From: Jackson, Susank [mailto:Jackson.Susank@epa.gov] Sent: Wednesday, May 01, 2013 4:15PM 
To: Van Ness, Keith 
Subject: RE: Benthic Samples 

Sure, I will be glad to help you develop a scope of work. 

Any update on results from the plannmg meeting? IS the scope of work because they gave you the thumbs up for moving ahead on the BCG? Labor only or are resources involved? I have requested some funding for supporting a workshop but no word on budget yet. We are going through significant cuts but should know soon what funds I might have available. 

When is a good time to pick up the vials? /\re the samples in alcohol or formaldehyde? 

Thanks, 

Susan 

1 

SJACKS05
Sticky Note
Redaction: PII

Keith VAn Ness



From: Van Ness, Keith [mailto:Keith.VanNess@montqomervcountvmd.gov] 

Sent: Wednesday, May 01, 2013 4:02PM 

To: Jackson, Susank 

Subject: RE: Benthic Samples 

Hi Susan 

I will swap you- all the vials you can carry if you can help me develop a scope of work to develop a BCG for Montgomery 

County, Maryland. Please ca ll or email and let me know what you think. I should have called you much earlier- Ten Mile 

Creek is really consuming my time now. Also - I will not be retiring any time soon! 

Keith 

From: Jackson, Susank [mailto:Jackson.Susank@epa.gov] 

Sent: Wednesday, May 01, 2013 2:40 PM 

To: Van Ness, Keith 

Subject: Benthic Samples 

Hello Keith, 

When we met at the workshop last month, I asked about sample vials from the streams that your program has collected 

and may no longer need. You indicated that you do have a large supply of sample vials that are no longer needed. I use 

these vials in our WQS Academy for the biological criteria module as well as, on occasion, when volunteering in the 

schools. 

If you have additional sample vials available, please let me know and I will come up to pick them up. 

Susan Jackson 
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Jackson, Susank 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

To All: 

Van Ness, Keith <Keith.VanNess@montgomerycountymd.gov> 
Friday, May 10, 2013 9:47AM 
Jackson, Susank; Pond, Greg 
RE: Proposal for Ten Mile Creek BCG 

Thank you all so much! I will share with my supervisor and Department Head. One thing- we would like to do this for 
the entire county. If agreeable with you, perhaps we could use MBSS da ta as well and demonstrate how data from 
different monitoring programs can be integrated together? Just a thought! 
Again- thanks so much! 
Keiht 

From: Jackson, Susank [mailto:Jackson.Susank@epa.gov] 
Sent: Friday, May 10, 2013 1:21AM 
To: Pond, Greg; Van Ness, Keith 
Subject: RE: Proposal for Ten Mile Creek BCG 

Glad to hear you can step in and take a lead role. Jeroen is in office tomorrow, oops, actually, today (Friday). Give 
Jeroen a call to hear from him how he sees your role. 

Keith, what do you think? Between EPA HQ ($15K Of the $45K) and EPA Region 3 (in kind services equivalent to $12K), can the county come up with the remaining and subcontract with Tetra Tech? 

I am flying out to Denver tomorrow. I will be away all of next week but checking my email. 

Susan 

From: Pond, Greg 
Sent: Thursday, May 09, 2013 9:57 PM 
To: Jackson, Susank; Van Ness, Keith 
Subject: RE: Proposal for Ten Mile Creek BCG 

Hi Susan and Keith, 

This workplan looks good and includes all the features we wou ld need to develop a robust BCG model. Count me in as 
playing a lead role as you might see fit. Looks like it could save them some money with my involvement. I'm sure Lou 
will be interested too. I will be discussing with our team next week to see if any others might find t ime to work on 
aspects of this. 

Greg 

Greg Pond 
U.S. EPA Region III 
Office of Monitoring and Assessment 
Freshwater Biology Laboratory 
1060 Chapfine St. 
Wheeling, WV 26003 
Ph: 304-234-0243 
pond.greg@epa.gov 



From: Jackson, Susank 
Sent: Thursday, May 09, 2013 5:30 PM 

To: Van Ness, Keith; Pond, Greg 

Subject: Proposal for Ten Mile Creek BCG 

Attached is a proposa l for what it wou ld take for n to provide technical assistance to develop a BCG ($45K) . Jeroen 

indicated that if Greg and/or others in Region 3 can provide assistance and take a lead role, the estimate could go down 

to $33K of n costs, saving about $12K. 

I am able to provide $18K to support this effort - $3K of this goes to my contract overhead and work assignment 

management. This means $15K wou ld actua lly go to BCG work. If Greg can take on a lead role working with Jeroen, that 

leaves $18K for Mo Co to subcontract with n. 

Greg, Jeroen will be in office tomorrow if you want to inquire re what he would expect you to do to realize the savings. 

know you are over extended right now, so understand if you not able. 

Time frame- this summer and fall, work done by November 30 (at least for the work supported by USEPA funds, this is 

when our contract ends) 

Your thought s? 

Susan 

From: Van Ness, Keith [mailto:Keith.VanNess@montgomerycountymd.gov] 

Sent: Wednesday, May 01, 2013 4:34PM 

To: Jackson, Susank 
Subject: RE: Benthic Samples 

Hi Susan: 

May 9 is the next Board Meeting on Ten Mile Creek. Already we are getting some interesting statements and 

counterclaims going from the developers. 

I was allowed about 10 minutes during a 2 hour presentation to introduce the BCG concept at the last Planning Board 

Meeting. I had to really shorten the length of the powerpoint presentation you had developed. In the end, I presented a 

county map showing stream conditions and explained that our curren t way of assessing streams just does that- it does 

not address sensitivity or fragility of a stream. I told the Board that the BCG does do that and is a tool that we need in 

the county. I then used the slide of where the 3 Ten Mile Creek stations plotted on the curve and also the slide that 

Greg have made that compared our IBI to the BCG tiers. Some really got it, but I think I confused others. Maybe it is time 

for a better explanation of the BCG to be presented to either the Board or the Council. 

The scope of work is because my Department head (Bob Hoyt) wanted to know the possible cost of doing one and the 

benefit. So- the scope would have labor and resources included. I don't believe I can adequately convey the importance 

of doing a rigorous BCG so any you can provide help would be greatly appreciated. We would have an opportunity to 

invite experts from the Department of the Environment and Natural Resources to participat e and demonstrate the 

benefit of doing this slate wide. 

When do you need the vials? I will be up in the Ten Mile Creek watershed Thursday and maybe Friday of this week. 

Call me on my cell if need be I get the vials to you. 
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Thanks 
Keith 

From: Jackson, Susank [mailto:Jackson.Susank@epa.gov] 
Sent: Wednesday, May 01, 2013 4:15 PM 
To: Van Ness, Keith 
Subject: RE: Benthic Samples 

Sure, I will be glad to help you develop a scope of work. 

Any update on results from the planning meeting? IS the scope of work because they gave you the thumbs up for moving ahead on the BCG? Labor only or are resources involved? I have requested some funding for supporting a workshop but no word on budget yet. We are going through significant cuts but should know soon what funds I might have ava ilable. 

When is a good time to pick up the vials? Are the samples in alcohol or formaldehyde? 

Thanks, 

Susan 

From: Van Ness, Keith [mailto:Keith.VanNess@montgomerycountymd.gov] 
Sent: Wednesday, May 01, 2013 4:02PM 
To: Jackson, Susank 
Subject: RE: Benthic Samples 

Hi Susan 
I will swap you- all the vials you can carry if you can help me develop a scope of work to develop a BCG for Montgomery County, Maryland. Please call or email and let me know what you think. I should have ca lled you much earlier- Ten Mile Creek is really consuming my time now. Also -I will not be ret iring any time soon! 
Keith 

From: Jackson, Susank [mailto:Jackson.Susank@epa.gov] 
Sent: Wednesday, May 01, 2013 2:40PM 
To: Van Ness, Keith 
Subject: Benthic Samples 

Hello Keith, 

When we met at the workshop last month, I asked about sample via ls from the streams that your program has collected and may no longer need. You indicated that you do have a large supply of sample vials that are no longer needed. I use these vials in our WQS Academy for the biological criteria module as well as, on occasion, when volunteering in the schools. 

If you have additional sample vials available, please let me know and I will come up to pick them up. 

Susan Jackson 
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Jackson, Susank 

From: 
Sent: 

Van Ness, Keith < Keith.VanNess@montgomerycountymd.gov> 
Friday, May 10, 2013 10:09 AM 

To: Jackson, Susank; Pond, Greg 
Subject: RE: Proposal for Ten Mile Creek BCG 

Susan and Greg: 
I hadn' t read the proposal Susan attached before I sent my earlier emails- I was just so excited tha t you all wanted to help on this. So my question about using M BSS data and inviting them to participa te is well answered! I'd like to invite MOE as well. 
Thanks 
Keith 

From: Van Ness, Keith 
Sent: Friday, May 10, 2013 9:47AM 
To: 'Jackson, Susank'; Pond, Greg 
Subject: RE: Proposal for Ten Mile Creek BCG 

To All: 
Thank you all so much! I will share with my supervisor and Department Head. One th ing - we would like to do this for the entire county. If agreeable w ith you, perhaps we could use M BSS data as well and demonstrate how data from different monitoring programs can be integra ted together? Just a thought! 
Again- thanks so much! 
Keiht 

From : Jackson, Susank [mailto:Jackson.Susank@epa.gov] 
Sent: Friday, May 10, 2013 1:21AM 
To: Pond, Greg; Van Ness, Keith 
Subject: RE: Proposal for Ten Mile Creek BCG 

Glad to hear you can step in and take a lead role. Jeroen is in office tomorrow, oops, actually, today (Friday). Give Jeroen a call to hear from him how he sees your role. 

Keith, what do you think? Between EPA HQ ($15K Of the $45K) and EPA Region 3 (in kind services equivalent to $12K), can the county come up with the remaining and subcontract with Tetra Tech? 

I am flying out to Denver tomorrow. I will be away all of next week but checking my email. 

Susan 

From: Pond, Greg 
Sent: Thursday, May 09, 2013 9:57 PM 
To: Jackson, Susank; Van Ness, Keith 
Subject: RE: Proposal for Ten Mile Creek BCG 

Hi Susan and Keith, 

This workplan looks good and includes all the features we would need to develop a robust BCG model. Count me in as playing a lead role as you might see fit. Looks like it could save them some money with my involvement. I'm sure Lou will be interested too. I will be discussing with our team next week to see if any others might f ind t ime to work on aspects of this. 
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Greg 

Greg Pond 

U.S. EPA Region III 

Office of Monitoring and Assessment 

Freshwater Biology Laboratory 

1060 Chapline St. 

Wheeling, WV 26003 

Ph: 304-234-0243 

pond.greg@epa.gov 

From : Jackson, Susank 

Sent: Thursday, May 09, 2013 5:30PM 

To: Van Ness, Keith; Pond, Greg 

Subject: Proposal for Ten Mile Creek BCG 

Attached is a proposal for what it would take for n to provide technical assistance to develop a BCG ($45K). Jeroen 

indicated that if Greg and/or others in Region 3 can provide assistance and take a lead role, the estimate could go down 

to $33K ofTI costs, saving about $12K. 

I am able to provide $18K to support this effort - $3K of this goes to my contract overhead and work assignment 

management. This means $15K would actually go to BCG work. If Greg can take on a lead role working with Jeroen, that 

leaves $18K for Mo Co to subcontract with n. 

Greg, Jeroen will be in office tomorrow if you want to inquire re what he would expect you to do to realize the savings. 

know you are over extended right now, so understand if you not able. 

Time frame- this summer and fa ll, work done by November 30 (at least for the work supported by USEPA funds, this is 

when our contract ends). 

Your thoughts? 

Susan 

From: Van Ness, Keith [mailto:Keith .VanNess@montgomervcountvmd.gov] 

Sent: Wednesday, May 01, 2013 4:34PM 

To: Jackson, Susank 
Subject: RE: Benthic Samples 

Hi Susan: 

May 9 is the next Board Meeting on Ten Mile Creek. Already we are getting some interesting statements and 

counterclaims going from the developers. 

I was allowed about 10 minutes during a 2 hour presentation to introduce the BCG concept at the last Planning Board 

Meeting. I had to really shorten the length of the powerpoint presentation you had developed. In the end, I presented a 

county map showing stream conditions and explained that our current way of assessing streams just does that- it does 

not address sensitivity or fragility of a stream. I told the Board that the BCG does do that and is a tool that we need in 

the county. I then used the slide of where the 3 Ten Mile Creek stations plotted on the curve and also the slide that 
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Greg have made that compared our IBI to the BCG t iers. Some really got it, but r t hink I confused others. Maybe it is time for a better explanation of the BCG to be presented to either the Board or the Council. 

The scope of work is because my Department head (Bob Hoyt) wanted to know the possible cost of doing one and the benefit. So- the scope wou ld have labor and resources included. I don't believe I can adequately convey the importance of doing a rigorous BCG so any you can provide help would be greatly appreciated. We would have an opportunity to invite experts from the Department of the Environment and Natural Resources to participate and demonstrate the benefit of doing this state wide. 

When do you need the vials? I wil l be up in the Ten Mile Creek watershed Thursday and maybe Friday of this week. 

Call me on my cell if need be ill get the v ials to you. 

Thanks 
Keith 

From: Jackson, Susank [mailto:Jackson.Susank@epa.gov] Sent: Wednesday, May 01, 2013 4:15PM 
To: Van Ness, Keith 
Subject: RE: Benthic Samples 

Sure, I will be glad to help you develop a scope of work. 

Any update on results from the planning meeling? IS the scope of work because they gave you the thumbs up for moving ahead on the BCG? Labor only or are resources involved? I have requested some funding for support ing a workshop but no word on budget yet. We are going through significant cuts but should know soon what funds I might have ava ilable. 

When is a good time to pick up the vials? Are the samples in alcohol or forma ldehyde? 

Thanks, 

Susan 

From: Van Ness, Keith [mailto :Keith.VanNess@montgomervcountymd.gov] Sent: Wednesday, May 0 1, 2013 4:02PM 
To: Jackson, Susank 
Subject: RE: Benthic Samples 

Hi Susan 
1 will swap you - all the vials you can carry if you can help me develop a scope of work to develop a BCG for Montgomery County, Maryland. Please call or email and Jet me know wha t you th ink. I should have ca lled you much earlier- Ten Mile Creek is really consuming my time now. Also -I will not be retiring any time soon! 
Keith 

From: Jackson, Susank (mailto:Jackson.Susank@epa.gov] Sent: Wednesday, May 01, 2013 2:40PM 
To: Van Ness, Keith 
Subject: Benthic Samples 

He llo Keith, 
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When we met at the workshop last month, I asked about sample vials from the streams that your program has collected 

and may no longer need. You indicated that you do have a large supply of sample vials that are no longer needed. I use 

these vials in our WQS Academy for the biological criteria module as well as, on occasion, when volunteering in the 

schools. 

If you have additional sample vials available, please let me know and I will come up to pick them up. 

Susan Jackson 
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Jackson, Susank 

From: 
Sent: 

Van Ness, Keith <Keith.VanNess@montgomerycountymd.gov> 
Monday, May 13, 2013 10:32 AM 

To: Pond, Greg; Jackson, Susank 
Subject: RE: Proposal for Ten Mile Creek BCG 

Susan and Greg: 
I have to prepare a written proposal and submit it to my management. I hope they will be okay with it. I will get it done this week. 
Thanks 
Keith 

Oh- Susan, did you receive the benthic macroinvertebrates from Ken Mack? 

Thanks 
Keith 

From: Pond, Greg [mailto:Pond.Greg@epa.gov] 
Sent: Sunday, May 12, 2013 10:32 PM 
To: Van Ness, Keith; Jackson, Susank 
Subject: RE: Proposal for Ten Mile Creek BCG 

Thanks, Keith. I hope your management will consider this and we can start thinking about this soon. 

Susan, I will contact Jeroen soon, heading to KY this week. Hope Denver is nice this time of year! 

Greg Pond 
U.S. EPA Region III 
Office of Monitoring and Assessment 
Freshwater Biology Laboratory 
1060 Chapline St. 
Wheeling. WV 26003 
Ph: 304-234-0243 
pond.greg@epa.gov 

From: Van Ness, Keith [mailto:Keith.VanNess@montqomerycountymd.gov] Sent: Friday, May 10, 2013 10:09 AM 
To: Jackson, Susank; Pond, Greg 
Subject: RE: Proposal for Ten Mile Creek BCG 

Susan and Greg: 
I hadn't read the proposal Susan attached before I sent my earl ier emai ls - I was just so excited that you al l wanted to help on this. So my question about using MBSS data and inviting them to participate is well answered! I'd like to invite MOE as well. 
Thanks 
Keith 

From : Van Ness, Keith 
Sent: Friday, May 10, 2013 9:47AM 
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To: 'Jackson, Susank'; Pond, Greg 

Subject: RE: Proposal for Ten Mile Creek BCG 

To All: 

Thank you all so much! I wi ll share with my supervisor and Department Head. One thing- we would like to do this for 

the entire county. If agreeab le with you, perhaps we could use MBSS data as well and demonstrate how data from 

different monitoring programs can be integrated together? Just a thought! 

Again- thanks so much! 

Keiht 

From: Jackson, Susank [mailto:Jackson.Susank@epa.gov] 

Sent: Friday, May 10, 2013 1:21AM 

To: Pond, Greg; Van Ness, Keith 

Subject: RE: Proposal for Ten Mile Creek BCG 

Glad to hear you can step in and take a lead role. Jeroen is in office tomorrow, oops, actually, today (Friday). Give 

Jeroen a call to hear from him how he sees your role. 

Keith, what do you think? Between EPA HQ ($1SK Of the $45K) and EPA Region 3 (in kind services equivalent to $12K), 

can the county come up with the remaining and subcontract with Tetra Tech? 

I am flying out to Denver tomorrow. I will be away all of next week but checking my email. 

Susan 

From: Pond, Greg 

Sent: Thursday, May 09, 2013 9:57 PM 

To: Jackson, Susank; Van Ness, Keith 

Subject: RE: Proposal for Ten Mile Creek BCG 

Hi Susan and Keith, 

This workplan looks good and includes all the features we would need to develop a robust BCG model. Count me in as 

playing a lead role as you might see fit. Looks like it could save them some money w ith my involvement. I'm sure Lou 

will be interested too. I wi ll be discussing with our team next week to see if any others might find time to work on 

aspects of this. 

Greg 

Greg Pond 
U.S. EPA Region III 

Office of Monitoring and Assessment 

Freshwater Biology Laboratory 

1060 Chapline St. 

Wheeling, WV 26003 

Ph: 304-234-0243 

pond.greg@epa.gov 

From: Jackson, Susank 

Sent: Thursday, May 09, 2013 5:30 PM 

To: Van Ness, Keith; Pond, Greg 

Subject: Proposal for Ten Mile Creek BCG 
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Attached is a proposal for what it would take for n to provide technical assistance to develop a BCG ($45K). Jeroen indicated that if Greg and/or others in Region 3 can provide assistance and take a lead role, the estima te could go down to $33K of n costs, saving about $12K. 

I am able to provide $18K to support this effort- $3K of this goes to my contract overhead and work assignment management. This means $1SK would actually go to BCG work. If Greg can take on a lead role working with Jeroen, that leaves $18K for Mo Co to subcontract with TI. 

Greg, Jcroen will be in office tomorrow if you want to inquire re what he would expect you to do to realize the savings. know you are over extended right now, so understand if you not able. 

Time frame- this summer and fall, work done by November 30 ( at least for the work supported by US EPA funds, this is when our contract ends). 

Your thoughts? 

Susan 

From: Van Ness, Keith [ma ilto:Keith .VanNess@montqomervcountvmd.gov] Sent: Wednesday, May 01, 2013 4:34PM 
To: Jackson, Susank 
Subject: RE : Benthic Samples 

Hi Susan: 

May 9 is the next Board Meeting on Ten Mile Creek. Already we are getti ng some interesting statements and counterclaims going from the developers. 

I was allowed about 10 minutes during a 2 hour presentation to introduce the BCG concept at the last Planning Board Meeting. I had to really shorten the leng th of the powerpoint presentation you had developed. In the end, I presented a county map showing stream conditions and explained tl1at our current way of assessing streams just does that- it does not address sensitivity or fragility of a stream. I told the Board that the BCG does do that and is a tool that we need in the county. I then used the slide of where the 3 Ten Mile Creek stations plotted on the curve and also the slide that Greg have made that compared our IBI to the BCG tiers. Some rea lly got it, but I think I confused others. Maybe it is time for a bener explanation of the BCG to be presented to either the Board or the Council. 

The scope of work is because my Department head (Bob Hoyt) wanted to know the possible cost of doing one and th e benefit. So- the scope would have labor and resources included. I don't believe I can adequately convey the importance of doing a rigorous BCG so any you can provide help would be greatly appreciated. We would have an opportunity to invite experts from the Department of the Environment and Natural Resources to participate and demonstrate the benefit o f doing this state wide. 

When do you need the vials? I will be up in th e Ten M ile Creek watershed Thursday and maybe Friday of this week. 
Call me on my cell if need be 

Thanks 
Keith 

ill get the vials to you. 
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From: Jackson, Susank [mailto:Jackson.Susank@epa.gov] 

Sent: Wednesday, May 01, 2013 4:15PM 

To: Van Ness, Keith 

Subject: RE: Benthic Samples 

Sure, I will be glad to help you develop a scope of work. 

Any update on results from the planning meeting? IS the scope of work because they gave you the thumbs up for 

moving ahead on the BCG? Labor on ly or are resources involved? I have requested some funding for supporting a 

workshop but no word on budget yet. We are going through significant cuts but should know soon what funds I might 

have ava ilable. 

When is a good time to pick up the vials? Are the samples in alcohol or formaldehyde? 

Thanks, 

Susan 

From: Van Ness, Keith [mailto:Keith.VanNess@montgomervcountymd.gov] 

Sent: Wednesday, May 01, 2013 4:02PM 

To: Jackson, Susank 

Subject: RE: Benthic Samples 

Hi Susan 

I wi ll swap you- all the vials you can ca rry if you can help me develop a scope of work to develop a BCG for Montgomery 

County, Maryland. Please ca ll or emai l and let me know what you think. I should have called you much earlier- Ten Mile 

Creek is rea lly consuming my t ime now. Also -I will not be retiring any time soon ! 

Keith 

From: Jackson, Susank [mailto:Jackson.Susank@epa.gov] 

Sent: Wednesday, May 01, 2013 2:40 PM 

To: Van Ness, Keith 

Subject: Benthic Samples 

Hello Keith, 

When we met at the workshop last month, I asked about sample vials from the streams that your program has collected 

and may no longer need. You indicated that you do have a large supply of sample vials that are no longer needed. I use 

these vials in our WQS Academy for the biological criteria module as well as, on occasion, when volunteering in the 

schools. 

If you have additional sample vials available, please let me know and I will come up to pick them up. 

Susan Jackson 
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Jackson, Susank 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

Van Ness, Keith < Keith.VanNess@montgomerycountymd.gov> 
Monday, May 13, 2013 12:03 PM 
Jackson, Susank; Pond, Greg 
RE: Proposal for Ten Mile Creek BCG 

Thanks Susan ! I will keep you all posted, keep your fingers crossed. 
Keith 

From: Jackson, Susank [mailto:Jackson.Susank@epa.gov) 
Sent: Monday, May 13, 2013 11:59 AM 
To: Van Ness, Keith; Pond, Greg 
Subject: RE: Proposal for Ten Mile Creek BCG 

Hello Keith, 

Let me know how it goes. I am out on furlough this week but will be checking email. 

With our funding, and Greg's commitment to assist, we can proceed incrementally and by late June begin work on first phase. I need to write a work assignment for the first part that we can support (I will have to take a look again and see how far $15K will go and discuss with Jeroen). 

Susan 

From: Van Ness, Keith [Keith.VanNess@montgomerycountymd.gov) Sent: Monday, May 13, 2013 10:32 AM 
To: Pond, Greg; Jackson, Susank 
Subject: RE: Proposal for Ten Mile Creek BCG 

Susan and Greg: 
I have to prepare a written proposal and submit it to my management. I hope they will be okay with i t. I will get it done this week. 
Thanks 
Keith 

Oh- Susan, did you receive the benthic macroinvertebrates from Ken Mack? 

Thanks 
Keith 

From : Pond, Greg [mailto:Pond.Greq@epa.gov] 
Sent: Sunday, May 12, 2013 10:32 PM 
To: Van Ness, Keith; Jackson, Susank 
Subject: RE: Proposal for Ten Mile Creek BCG 

Thanks, Keith. I hope your management will consider this and we can start thinking about t his soon. 

Susan, I will contact Jeroen soon, heading to KY this week. Hope Denver is nice this t ime of year! 

Greg Pond 



U.S. EPA Region III 

Office of Monit or ing and Assessment 

Freshwater Biology Laboratory 

1060 Chapline St. 

Wheeling, WV 26003 

Ph: 304-234-0243 

pond.greg@epa.gov 

From: Van Ness, Keith [ma ilto:Keith.VanNess@montgomervcountymd.gov] 

Sent: Friday, May 10, 2013 10:09 AM 

To: Jackson, Susank; Pond, Greg 

Subject: RE: Proposal for Ten Mile Creek BCG 

Susan and Greg: 

I hadn't read the proposal Susan attached before I sent my earlier emails - I was just so excited that you all wanted to 

help on this. So my question about using MBSS data and inviting them to participate is wel l answered! I'd like to invite 

MOE as we ll. 

Thanks 

Keith 

From: Van Ness, Keith 

Sent: Friday, May 10, 2013 9:47AM 

To: 'Jackson, Susank'; Pond, Greg 

Subject: RE: Proposal for Ten Mile Creek BCG 

To All: 

Thank you all so much! I will share with my supervisor and Department Head. One thing- we would like to do this for 

the entire county. If agreeable with you, perhaps we could use MBSS data as we ll and demonstrate how data from 

different monitoring programs can be integrated together? Just a thought! 

Again- thanks so much! 

Keiht 

From: Jackson, Susank [mailto:Jackson.Susank@epa.gov] 

Sent: Friday, May 10, 2013 1:21AM 

To: Pond, Greg; Van Ness, Keith 

Subject: RE: Proposal for Ten Mile Creek BCG 

Glad to hear you can step in and take a lead role. Jeroen is in office tomorrow, oops, actually, today (Friday). Give 

Jeroen a call to hear from him how he sees your role. 

Keith, what do you think? Between EPA HQ ($15K Of the $45K) and EPA Region 3 (in kind services equivalent to $12K), 

can the county come up with the remaining and subcontract with Tetra Tech? 

I am flying out to Denver tomorrow. I will be away all of next week but checking my email. 

Susan 

From: Pond, Greg 

Sent: Thursday, May 09, 2013 9:57 PM 

To: Jackson, Susank; Van Ness, Keith 

Subject: RE: Proposal for Ten Mile Creek BCG 

Hi Susan and Keith, 
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This workplan looks good and includes all the features we would need to develop a robust BCG model. Count me in as playing a lead role as you might see fit. Looks like it could save them some money with my involvement. I' m sure Lou will be interested too. I wi ll be discussing with our team next week to see if any others might find t ime to work on aspects of this. 

Greg 

Greg Pond 
U.S. EPA Region III 
Off ice of Moni t oring and Assessment 
Freshwater Biology Laboratory 
1060 Chapline St. 
Wheeling, WV 26003 
Ph: 304-234-0243 
pond.greg@epa.gov 

From: Jackson, Susank 
Sent: Thursday, May 09, 2013 5:30 PM 
To: Van Ness, Keith; Pond, Greg 
Subject: Proposal for Ten Mile Creek BCG 

Attached is a proposal for what it wou ld take for TI to provide technical assistance to develop a BCG ($4SK). Jeroen indicated that if Greg and/or others in Region 3 can provide assistance and take a lead role, the estimate could go down to $33K of TI costs, saving about $12K. 

I am able to provide $18K to support this effort- $3K of this goes to my contract overhead and work assignment management. This means $15K would actually go to BCG work. If Greg can take on a lead role working with Jeroen, that leaves $18K for Mo Co to subcontract w ith n. 

Greg, Jeroen will be in office tomorrow if you want to inquire re what he wou ld expect you to do to rea lize the savings. know you are over extended right now, so understand if you not able. 

Time frame- this summer and fall, work done by November 30 (a t least for the work supported by USEPA funds, this is when our contract ends). 

Your thoughts? 

Susan 

From : Van Ness, Keith [mailto:Keith .VanNess@montgomervcountvmd.gov] Sent: Wednesday, May 01, 2013 4:34PM 
To: Jackson, Susank 
Subject: RE: Benthic Samples 

Hi Susan: 

May 9 is the next Board Meeting on Ten Mi le Creek. Already we are getting some interesting statements and counterclaims going from the developers. 
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I was allowed about 10 minutes during a 2 hour presentation to introduce the BCG concept at the last Planning Board 

Meeting. I had to really shorten the length o f the powerpoint presentat ion you had developed. In the end, I presented a 

county map showing stream conditions and explained that our current way of assessing streams just does that- it does 

not address sensitivity or fragility of a stream. I told the Board that the BCG does do that and is a tool that we need in 

the county. I then used t he slide of where the 3 Ten Mile Creek stations plotted on the curve and also the slide that 

Greg have made that compared our IBI to the BCG tiers. Some really got it, but I think I confused others. Maybe it is time 

for a better explanation of the BCG to be presented to either the Board or the Council. 

The scope of work is because my Department head (Bob Hoyt ) wanted to know the possible cost of doing one and the 

benefit. So- the scope would have labor and resources included. I don't believe I can adequately convey the importance 

of doing a rigorous BCG so any you can provide help would be greatly appreciated. We would have an opportunity to 

invite experts from the Department of the Environment and Natural Resources to part icipate and demonst rate the 

benefit of doing this state w ide. 

When do you need the vials? I w ill be up in the Ten Mile Creek watershed Thursday and maybe Friday of this week. 

Call me on my cell if need be --~~[wi ll get the vials to you. 

Thanks 
Keith 

From: Jackson, Susank [mailto:Jackson.Susank@epa.gov] 

Se nt: Wednesday, May 01, 2013 4:15PM 

To: Van Ness, Keith 

Subject: RE: Benthic Samples 

Sure, I wi ll be glad to help you deve lop a scope of work. 

Any update on results from the planning meeting? IS the scope of work because they gave you the thumbs liP for 

moving ahead on the BCG? Labor only or are resources involved? I have requested some funding for supporting a 

workshop but no word on budget yel. We are go ing through significant cuts but should know soon what funds I might 

have ava ilable. 

When is a good time to pick up the vials? Are the samples in alcohol or formaldehyde? 

Thanks, 

Susan 

From: Van Ness, Keith [mailto:Keith.VanNess@montgomerycountymd.gov] 

Sent: Wednesday, May 01, 2013 4:02PM 

To: Jackson, Susank 

Subject: RE: Benthic Samples 

Hi Susan 

I will swap you- all t he vials you can carry if you can help me develop a scope of work to develop a BCG fo r Montgomery 

County, Maryland. Please call or email and let me know what you think. I should have called you much earl ier - Ten Mile 

Creek is really consuming rny time now. Also- I w ill not be retiring any time soon! 

Ke ith 
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From: Jackson, Susank [mailto:Jackson.Susank@epa.gov] Sent: Wednesday, May 01, 2013 2:40 PM 
To: Van Ness, Keith 
Subject: Benthic Samples 

Hello Keith, 

When we met at the workshop last month, I asked about sample vials from the streams that your program has collected and may no longer need. You indicated that you do have a large supply of sample vials that are no longer needed. I use these vials in our WQS Academy for the biological criteria module as well as, on occasion, when volunteering in the schools. 

If you have additional sample vials available, please let me know and I will come up to pick them up. 

Susan Jackson 
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